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PREFACE 

Assembled in this volume arc articles and speeches in 
which Lenin discusses the liberation struggles of colonial 
and dependent nations and the theoretical and political 
aspects of the Communist Party’s slogan on the national 
and colonial questions. 

The volume is divided into three sections, of which the 
first covers the period from 1900 to the First World War. 
It contains Lenin’s writings on the Chinese anti- imperialist 
movement in the opening year of the century and the 
Chinese Revolution of 1911, and the revolutions in Persia 
(1905-1911) and Turkey (1908-1909). The articles exposing 
British misrule in India stress the vast significance of the 
rising national liberation movement in that country. 

In this section, too, Lenin wrathfully condemns the Ital- 
ian attack on Tripolitania in 1911, which he describes as 
a “blood-bath”, and speaks with admiration of the heroism 
of the Arabs, who preferred death in the battlefield to 
slavery. The Arab tribes would not bow to the invader and, 
Lenin wrote bitterly, “for a long time to come they will 
be ‘civilised’ by gun, bayonet, noose, fire and rape”. 

His sympathy was invariably with the enslaved colonial 
and semi-colonial peoples. He hailed the rise of the great 
liberation struggle in Asia and Africa, emphasising that it 
stirred to political activity millions who had been denied 
elementary rights and kept in a state of ignorance. 

Lenin exposed the essence, objects and methods of the 
colonialists and ridiculed their lies about the “civilising 
mission” of imperialism. The ob ject of the “civilised” coun- 
tries in attacking the nations of Asia and Africa, in murder- 
ing hundreds of thousands of peaceful inhabitants and 
dooming the rest to slavery and misery — the object of all 
these monstrous crimes is to ensure super profits for a 
handful of British, German, American and other financial 
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and industrial interests. The coining ol profit from the 
people’s blood and toil through brutal colonial wars — such 
is imperialism’s “civilising mission ’. 

Lenin entitled one of his articles “Backward Europe and 
Advanced Asia”. That paradoxical title, Lenin remarked, 
contains a bitter truth. For the imperialist clique of Wes- 
tern Europe has joined forces with the arch-reactionaries 
in an attempt to retain its dominion. The British Viceroy 
in Tndia is an inveterate enemy of progress and democratic 
freedom. He sees his mission in India as support for the 
most backward forms of social relationships and feudal 
despotism, and instigation of communal strife as a means 
of maintaining the country in submission. 

Just as no individual should be judged by what he says, 
no class or group, no policy or government, should be 
judged by declarations and professions. In our day much 
is being said and written about the “free world”. But that 
term is only a euphemism for the world of capitalism. The 
imperialist leaders believe that if the capitalist world, with 
its destructive wars and the division of society into exploit- 
ed and exploiters, unemployed and multimillionaires, is 
re-christened “free world”, that should make it more pa- 
latable to the millions. Indeed, those who see their chief task 
in keeping alive a system condemned by history, find it ne- 
cessary to invent such misnomers to conceal the nature of the 
social relationships they continue to impose upon society. 

Lenin, however, was always able to reveal the deep- 
going roots of events and the underlying motivations of 
classes, parties and governments. He disclosed the class 
interests behind their grandiloquent declaration. And this 
method invariably enabled him to bring out the truth, 
however ugly. 

Who championed freedom, progress and democracy in 
the titanic contest between the colonial nations and the impe- 
rialists which unfolded in the early years of the century? 

Volumes have been written on the supposed benefits 
colonialism bestowed upon these peoples, on the economic 
and cultural “progress” which “Western democracy” 
implanted by fire and sword. The fact that colonial oppres- 
sion greatly retarded the economic, political and cultural 
development of the Eastern countries was eloquently 
demonstrated by Lenin. The imperialist powers, he wrote, 



are anxious to keep the people in a state of ignorance and 
disfranchisement; their purpose is to retain political and 
economic backwardness, the monstrous form of exploita- 
tion and the medieval stagnation, as part of their battle 
against the young, virile, progressive and expanding move- 
ment of the peoples of the East. 

Explaining the great significance of this movement, Lenin 
wrote in 1913: 

“The awakening of Asia and the beginning of the strug- 
gle for power by the advanced proletariat of Europe are a 
symbol of the new phase in world history that began early 
this century.” 



The second section covers the period of the First World 
War. 

Among the items in this section are several chapters 
from Imperialism , the Highest Stage of Capitalism. Lenin’s 
theory of imperialism provides a key to the understanding 
of the significance and perspectives of the national libera- 
tion movement in the East. 

Other articles and speeches disclose the causes and aims 
of the war, which Lenin tersely describes as a war of 
freebooters for redivision of the booty. It was the outcome 
of the bitter rivalry of two imperialist groups, each striv- 
ing for a redivision of colonies, spheres of influence, man- 
date territories, etc., to conform with the changed balance 
of power. Millions were sent to their death in order that 
the colonial super profits might pass from one group of 
millionaires to another. It was, Lenin wrote, a “war of 
slave-owners” for the retention and consolidation of their 
system of colonial rapine. 

But it was a case of reckoning without the host. For the 
war was bound to intensify the struggle for national inde- 
pendence throughout Asia and Africa. And Lenin wrote 
at the height of the war, in the summer of 1916: “National 
wars against the imperialist powers are not only possible 
and probable; they are inevitable, progressive and revo- 
lutionary'' A factor especially favourable for the success 
of these liberation movements of the oppressed nations, 
Lenin wrote, would be the “ simultaneous uprising of the 
proletariat against the bourgeoisie in one of the big 
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powers”. Such an uprising look place in one of the big 
powers, Russia, a little more than a year af ter these words 
had been written: in October 1917 the proletariat of Russia 
rose against the bourgeoisie and this, the world’s first 
socialist revolution, immensely accelerated the development 
of the revolutionary liberation movement in China, India 
and other parts of the East. 

Running through all that Lenin wrote and said was a 
profound, sincere and genuinely consistent belief in de- 
mocracy, based on supreme faith in the strength and wis- 
dom of the masses, who were fighting for the fundamental 
interests of the people and its right to be master of its 
destiny. And it was from this standpoint of the confirmed 
democrat that Lenin approached the question of what slo- 
gan should be advanced for dependent and colonial nations, 
fhe slogan, Lenin emphasised, must be the right of every 
nation to self-determination up to and including secession. 
And from the very start, this became the programmatic 
demand of the revolutionary working-class party founded 
by Lenin. 

The self-determination slogan implies that every nation, 
no matter how small or backward in its development, must 
be given the right to secede, if it so chooses, from the 
stronger nation to which it is subjugated. Lenin’s views 
on the national question excluded coercion in any form or 
shape, or the imposition of the will of a dominant nation 
on a weaker one. Liberation of the colonies is, politically, 
the self-determination of nations. “Europeans,” Lenin 
wrote, “often forget that colonial peoples too are nations, 
but to tolerate this ‘forgetfulness’ is to tolerate chauvinism.” 

Lenin mercilessly criticised those Social Democrats in 
Germany, Russia, Britain, France and other countries who, 
having betrayed socialism in 1914, sided with their “own” 
imperialist governments and supported and justified the 
imperialist war. He called them “social-imperialists” — 
socialists in words, and accomplices of imperialism in 
deeds. And Lenin demolished all the sophistry with the aid 
of which these social -imperialists endeavoured to prove 
that the colonial nations had not yet “matured” to self- 
determination and independence. It is the bounden duty of 
socialists in the Great Powers, Lenin insisted, to oppose 
their “own”, oppressing governments and side with the 
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oppressed nations. Socialists of the dominant nation must 
not only demand unconditional, uncompensated and imme- 
diate liberation of the colonies, but must “render deter- 
mined support to the more revolutionary elements in the 
bourgeois-democratic movements for national liberation” 
in the colonies and semi-colonies. 

However, the socialists who sided with imperialism when 
war broke out were not the only ones to oppose the self- 
determination slogan and its application in the colonies. 
Objections came also from some revolutionary Social- 
Democrats. They were rebuffed by Lenin in his articles, 
“Discussion on Self-Determination Summed Up”, “The 
Junius Pamphlet”, “A Caricature of Marxism and Im- 
perialist Economisin’’, and several others. 

In them, Lenin categorically rejects the pedantic and 
dogmatic interpretation of Marxism which regards the 
working class and its struggle for socialist revolution in 
isolation from the powerful national liberation movement 






of the colonial millions. For in reality, Lenin remarks, the 
struggle of the workers against capitalism goes side by side 
with the struggle of the peasants against landlordism and 
of the oppressed nations against colonialism. The class- 
conscious workers, therefore, must learn to link their battle 
for socialism with the actions of all sections of the people 
against feudal, national and every other variety of oppres- 
sion . 

“To imagine that social revolution is conceivable without 
revolts by small nations in the colonies and in Europe, 
without the revolutionary outbursts of a section of the petty 
bourgeoisie with all its prejudices , without a movement of 
politically non-conscious proletarian and semi -proletarian 
masses against oppression by the landlords, the church, the 
monarchy, against national oppression, etc. — to imagine 
that means repudiating social revolution .” 

The socialist revolution is a mighty stream that absorbs 
the numerous rivulets of popular discontent. It is the con- 
summation ol the mass struggle “of all the oppressed and 
discontented”, including the subjugated colonial peoples. 
Objectively, all these movements are an expression of pro- 
test against capitalism, and it will be the task of the revo- 
lutionary proletariat to bring out their objective essence 
and direct them into a single channel. 
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The socialist revolution in Russia brought freedom to the 
nations oppressed by tsarism, granting each the right to 
chart its future. 

The third section deals with the post-October period. It 
shows how the national question found practical solution 
in Soviet Russia, in conformity with the principles enun- 
ciated by Lenin; how the prerequisites were created for 
abolishing the national distrust and enmity implanted by 
the tsarist regime, and how the friendship of the many 
nations of the U.S.S.R. was forged, strengthened and made 
enduring. 

Under tsarism, the peoples of Russia were divided into 
privileged and oppressed; now their relations had to be 
rebuilt on a foundation of genuine and complete equality. 
That was the corner-stone of Lenin’s national policy and, 
in keeping with it, he opposed the so called “autonomisa- 
tion” project, which would have brought all the Soviet 
republics into the Russian Federation as autonomous units. 
In contrast to this, Lenin insisted on a voluntary union of 
Soviet republics based on complete equality. And it was his 
policy that led to the formation of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, a fraternal alliance of equal nations 
committed to the building of socialist society. This union 
was joined by the peoples of the Caucasus, Central 
Asia, Kazakhstan, the Moslems of the Volga area, and 
others. 

Lenin’s principle of complete equality for all nations , 
big and small, is unswervingly adhered to in every aspect 
of Soviet foreign policy. 

But political equality was only one aspect. Lenin stressed 
the need to supplement it with constant economic and 
cultural assistance to those Soviet nations whose develop- 
ment — as a result of tsarist oppression — had lagged. The 
Communist Party and Soviet Government must exert every 
effort to help these nations eliminate their backwardness 
in the shortest possible time, build up their own industry 
and modern agriculture, raise cultural standards and 
thereby create the basis for transition to socialism. 

This idea is basic to everything Lenin wrote after the 
October Revolution. It became a foundation factor of the 
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Soviet Government’s national policy. The results of that 
policy are measurable in the immense progress made in 
the Soviet East. 

Modern industries, new towns, railways and air transport 
have appeared in Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, Kazakhstan, 
Kirghizia, Turkmenistan, where there was practically no 
industry before and where the camel and the pack-horse 
were the sole means of transportation. Vast tracts of life- 
less desert and sun-scorched steppe have been converted 
into flourishing fields of wheat, rice and cotton. And all ol 
this belongs to the people. Illiteracy has been wiped out in 
all the Eastern republics of the U.S.S.R. — in areas where 
under tsarism the art of reading and writing was the privi- 
lege of a chosen few. And the people — the peasants, 
workers and intellectuals- -have come to take an active part 
in the affairs of government: they are represented by 
thousands of men and women in the local Soviets, and in 
the Supreme Soviets of their own republics and the U.S.S.R. 

Socialism has changed the life of the Soviet East beyond 
recognition. The worker or collective farmer of, say, Uzbe- 
kistan or Tajikistan — educated and technically skilled — is 
a far cry, indeed, from the illiterate, downtrodden, disfran- 
chised and poverty-stricken peasant of Turkestan under 
the tsars. 

Soviet Central Asia provides cogent proof of the correct- 
ness of the policy of complete equality and unstinting 
assistance to oppressed nations, formulated in the early 
years of Soviet government by Lenin and undeviatingly 
carried out since then by the Soviet people. It has led to a 
degree of public activity and initiative and to material and 
cultural standards never before known to Asia’s millions. 

* :!• * 

A large part of the third section is devoted to the struggle 
lor liberation in China, India and other Asian countries 
after 1917. The principal conclusion Lenin draws from 
his analysis of that struggle is that the imperialist war of 
1914-18 and the establishment of Soviet power in Russia 
made the colonial and semi-colonial nations an active factor 
in world politics and the revolutionary destruction of im- 
perialism. The morrow of world history, Lenin wrote, will 
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see the day when “the peoples oppressed by imperialism 
will finally be aroused and waked and the decisive long, 
hard struggle for their liberation will begin'’. In 1920. 
Lenin addressed a message of greetings to the Indian Rev- 
olutionary Association. It ended with the words: “Long 
live free Asia!” 

“The prophecies of great hearts are always sure to come 
true,” these words of Anatole France are fully applicable 
to the prophecies of Lenin. The entire subsequent course 
of history lias shown how remarkably correct were Lenin’s 
forecasts. The “morrow” which he predicted has become 
reality, and this reality means the peoples of Asia who 
have freed themselves from colonial enslavement. It means 
Africa which is throwing off the yoke of colonialism at a 
magnificent rate and has already formed more than forty 
independent stales. It also means Latin America which is 
fighting more and more resolutely against the exploitation 
and enslavement by U.S. imperialism, and it means Cuba 
which has attained freedom and is now building socialism. 

Speaking at the Second Congress of the Communist 
International in 1920, Lenin gave a picture of the world as 
it had taken shape after the imperialist war of 1914-18. 
Out of a total population of 1,750 million, over 1,250 mil- 
lion, more than 70 per cent, were living in colonies and 
semi-colonies, or in countries which the war had reduced 
to a state of utter destitution. Another 250 million were 
accounted for by countries which, though they had retained 
their pre-war slalus, had become economically dependent 
on the United States. And. lastly, only 14 per cent of the 
world’s population (approximately 250 million) were liv- 
ing in countries whose ruling element had profiled most 
from the war. 

In those early post-war years, the ruling faction of the 
victor powers considered itself omnipotent. For the Versail- 
les and other treaties had, for the first time in world 
history — and this Lenin emphasises — given legal sanction 
to the “plunder, enslavement, subjugation, misery and 
semi-starvation of over 1,250 million human beings”. 

The young Soviet Republic was the only country that 
had taken the socialist path. Surrounded by imperialist 
states, which had tried to destroy it by armed assault, 
blockade and hunger, it was weakened by seven years of 
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incessant and devastating war. In Lenin’s words, Russia 
was like a man suffering from severe wounds. 

What a different picture the world presents today! 

Today the Soviet Union is a mighty socialist power with 
a modern industry and developed agriculture, with a science 
which has achieved outstanding progress in space explora- 
tion, in the peaceful uses of atomic energy, and in other 
branches of knowledge; a country which fights indefali- 
gably for peace but which has, in the event the imperialists 
should attempt to unleash a war, everything necessary to 
discourage such attempts. The Soviet Union is not alone 
now, it has other socialist countries with it. Of (lie 3,500 
million people inhabiting the globe, about one third have 
already broken away from the capitalist system and have 
formed the world socialist system. 

The enormous momentum which the national liberation 
movement has gathered in Asia and Africa in recent years 
has resulted in a great majority of the colonial peoples 
throwing oil the rule of the colonialists and forming their 
independent states. These countries are now successfully 
tackling Hie problems of their economic and cultural de- 
velopment. They arc becoming increasingly active in inter- 
national affairs and are taking a stand against imperialism 
and for peaceful coexistence. 

Gone arc the days when imperialism was predominant 
and its armed forces held almost the whole world in ils 
grip. The omnipotence of imperialism upheld by its politi- 
cal leaders, generals and poets has been shattered. The 
imperialist rulers ol the United States, Britain and France 
are no longer able to shape the destinies of the world, and 
the bounds of their power are shrinking from day to day. 

1 he main direction of mankind’s development is determin- 
ed by the world socialist system, the international working 
class, all revolutionary forces”, says the main document 
adopted by the International Meeting of Communist and 
Workers’ Parties held in 1909. 

'the influence of the world socialist system on the course 
ol social development in the interests of peace, democracy 
and socialism, is mounting. The example of the socialist 
countries, where exploitation of man by man, unemploy- 
ment and poverty have been eliminated for ever, has a 
growing appeal for the newly independent states in Asia 
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and Africa. Upon winning their independence, a number 
of these countries embarked on the non-capitalist road of 
development clearly realising that only a transition to 
socialism would ensure not just their national but also 
their social liberation, a rapid growth of economy, an 
improvement in the material welfare of the population, and 
an all round cultural development. 

The imperialists resort to countless ruses, deceit and 
underhand methods, covered up with talk about their 
imaginary “aid’ to the undeveloped countries, in an 
attempt to retain the privilege to continue exploiting the 
newly independent states. Again and again they resort to 
force of arms in order to bring them back under the yoke 
of colonialism. In the summer of 1967 the Israeli aggressors 
supported by American imperialists invaded the Arab 
countries. For several years now the ruling circles of 
the U.S.A. acting as an international gendarme has been 
waging a war of plunder against Vietnam, thereby arous- 
ing the profound indignation of .all progressive mankind. 
But the heroic resistance put up by the Vietnamese people 
and the support given them in this struggle by all freedom- 
loving peoples make it self-evident that this act of aggres- 
sion is also doomed to failure. The imperialists will not 
be; able to reverse the course of history for all the crimes 
they may yet commit. 

I he picture of the world today is quite different from 
what it was in Lenin’s lifetime. It has changed and is still 
changing in the direction which Lenin foresaw so clearly 
years ago. lie lived to witness only the beginning of the 
now powerful national liberation movements in the East, 
but what he said about their significance, character and 
prospects has been borne out by the events of the last 
decades. Lenin’s definition of the modern epoch as the epoch 
of the commencement of socialist revolution, as the epoch of 
transition from the capitalist to the communist socio- 
economic formation, has also been fully confirmed. It is 
imperative to study Lenin's works in order to understand 
what is happening in the world today. And not only for 
this. Lenin’s ideas have become the greatest transforming 
force of our modern age. 
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THE WAR IN CHINA 1 

Russia is bringing her war with China to a close: a 
number of military districts have been mobilised, hundreds 
of millions of rubles have been spent, tens of thousands of 
troops have been dispatched to China, a number of battles 
have been fought and a number of victories won — true, not 
so much over regular enemy troops, as over Chinese insur- 
gents and, particularly, over the unarmed Chinese popu- 
lace, who were drowned or killed, with no holding back 
from the slaughter of women and children, not to speak 
of the looting of palaces, homes, and shops. The Russian 
Government, together with the press that kowtows to it, 
is celebrating a victory and rejoicing over the fresh exploits 
of the gallant soldiery, rejoicing at the victory of European 
culture over Chinese barbarism and over the fresh suc- 
cesses of Russia’s “civilising mission” in the Far East. 

But the voices of the class-conscious workers, of the 
advanced representatives of the many millions of the work- 
ing people, are not heard amid this rejoicing. And yet, it 
is the working people who bear the brunt of the victorious 
new campaigns, it is working people who are sent to the 
other end of the world, from whom increased taxes are 
extorted to cover the millions expended. Let us, therefore, 
see: What attitude should the socialists adopt towards this 
war? In whose interests is it being fought? What is the real 
nature of the policy now being pursued by the Russian 
Government? 

Our government asserts first of all that it is not waging 
war against China; that it is merely suppressing a rebellion, 
pacifying rebels; that it is helping the lawful government 
of China to re-establish law- and order. True, war has not 
been declared, but this does not change the situation a bit, 
because war is being waged nonetheless. What made the 
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Chinese attack Europeans, what caused the rebellion which 
the British, French, Germans, Russians, Japanese, etc., are 
so zealously crushing? “The hostility of the yellow race 
towards the while race", “the Chinese hatred for European 
culture and civilisation” — answer the supporters of the war. 
Yes! It is true the Chinese hate the Europeans, but which 
Europeans do they hate, and why? The Chinese do not 
hate the European peoples, they have never had any quar- 
rel with them — they hate the European capitalists and the 
European governments obedient to them. IIow can the 
Chinese not hale those who have come to China solely lor 
the sake of gain; who have utilised their vaunted civilisa- 
tion solely for the purpose of deception, plunder, and vio- 
lence; who have waged wars against China in order to win 
the right to trade in opium with which to drug the people 
(the war of England and France with China in 1856); and 
who hypocritically carried their policy of plunder under 
the guise of spreading Christianity? The bourgeois govern- 
ments of Europe have long been conducting this policy 
of plunder with respect to China, and now they have been 
joined by the autocratic Russian Government. This policy 
of plunder is usually called a colonial policy. Every country 
in which capitalist industry develops rapidly has very soon 
to seek colonies, i.e., countries in which industry is weakly 
developed, in which a more or less patriarchal way of life 
still prevails, and which can serve as a market for manu- 
factured goods and a source of high profits. For the sake 
of the profit of a handful of capitalists, the bourgeois gov- 
ernments have waged endless wars, have sent regiments 
to die in unhealthy tropical countries, have squandered 
millions of money extracted from the people, and have 
driven the peoples in the colonies to desperate revolts or 
to death from starvation. We need only recall the rebellion 
of the native peoples against the British in India 2 and the 
famine that prevailed there, or think of the war the Eng- 
lish are now waging against the Boers. 

And now the European capitalists have placed their 
rapacious paws upon China, and almost the first to do so 
was the Russian Government, which now so loudly pro- 
claims its “disinterestedness”. It “disinterestedly” took Port 
Arthur away from China and began to build a railway to 
Manchuria under the protection of Russian troops. One 
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after another the European governments began feverishly 
to loot, or as they put it, to “rent”, Chinese territory, giv- 
ing good grounds for the talk of the partition of China. If 
we are to call things by their right names, we must say 
that the European governments (the Russian Government 
among the very first) have already started to partition 
China. However, they have not begun this partitioning 
openly, but stealthily, like thieves. They began to rob China 
as ghouls rob corpses, and when the seeming corpse 
attempted to resist, they tiung themselves upon it like 
savage beasts, burning down whole villages, shooting, 
bayoneting, and drowning in the Amur River unarmed 
inhabitants, their wives, and their children. And all these 
Christian exploits are accompanied by howls against the 
Chinese barbarians who dared to raise their hands against 
the civilised Europeans. The occupation of Niuchuang and 
the moving of Russian troops into Manchuria are tempo- 
rary measures, declares the autocratic Russian Government 
in ifs circular note of August 12, 1000 addressed to the 
Powers; these measures “are called forth exclusively by 
the necessity to repel the aggressive operations of Chinese 
rebels”; they “cannot in the least be regarded as evidence 
of any selfish plans, which are totally alien to the policy 
of the Imperial Government.” 

Poor Imperial Government! So Christianly unselfish, and 
yet so unjustly maligned! Several years ago it unselfishly 
seized Port Arthur, and now it is unselfishly seizing Man- 
churia; it has unselfishly flooded the frontier provinces of 
China with hordes of contractors, engineers and officers, 
who, by their conduct, have roused to indignation even 
the Chinese, known for their docility. The Chinese workers 
employed in the construction of the Chinese railway had 
to exist on a wage of ten kopeks a day — is this not unsel- 
fish on Russia's part? 

How is our government’s senseless policy in China to be 
explained? Who benefits by it? The benefit goes to a 
handful of capitalist magnates who carry on trade with 
China, to a handful of factory owners who manufacture 
goods for thi! Asian market, to a handful of contractors 
who are now piling up huge, profits on urgent war orders 
(factories producing war equipment, supplies for the troops, 
etc., are now operating at full capacity and are engaging 
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hundreds of new workers). This policy is of benefit to a 
handful oi nobles who occupy high posts in the civil and 
military services. They need adventurous policies, for these 
provide them with opportunities for promotion, for mak- 
ing a career and gaining fame by their “exploits”. In the 
interests of this handful of capitalists and bureaucratic 
scoundrels, our government unhesitatingly sacrifices the 
interests of the entire people. And in this case, as always, 
the autocratic tsarist government has proved itself to be a 
government of irresponsible bureaucrats servilely cringing 
before the capitalist magnates and nobles. 

What benefits do the Russian working class and the 
labouring people generally obtain from the conquests in 
China? Thousands of ruined families, whose breadwinners 
have been sent to the war; an enormous increase in the 
national debt and the national expenditure; mounting 
taxation; greater power for the capitalists, the exploiters 
of the workers; worse conditions for the workers; still 
greater mortality among the peasantry; famine in Siberia — 
this is what the Chinese war promises and is already bring- 
ing- The entire Russian press, all the newspapers and period- 
icals are kept in a state of bondage; they dare not print 
anything without permission of the government officials. 
T his is the reason for the lack of precise information as 
to what the Chinese war is costing the people; but there is 
not doubt that it requires the expenditure of mm nj 
hundreds of millions of rubles. It has come to our knowl- 
edge that the government, by an unpublished decree, 
handed out the tidy sum of a hundred and fifty million 
rubles for the purpose of waging the war. In addition to 
I his, current expenditures on the war absorb one million 
rubles every three or four days, and these terrific sums arc 
being squandered by a government which, haggling over 
every kopek, has steadily cut down grants to the famine- 
stricken peasantry; which can find no money for the 
people’s education; which, like any kulak, sweats the 
workers in the government factories, sweats the lower 
employees in the post offices, etc.! 

Minister of Finance Witte declared that on January 1, 
1900, there were two hundred and fifty million rubles 
available in the treasury. Now Ihis money is gone, it has 
been spent on the war. The government is seeking loans, 
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is increasing taxation, is refusing necessary expenditures 
because of the lack of money, and is putting a stop to the 
building of railways. The tsarist government is threatened 
with bankruptcy, and yet it is plunging into a policy of 
conquest — a policy which not only demands the expen- 
diture of enormous sums of money, but threatens to plunge 
us into still more dangerous wars. The European slates 
that have flung themselves upon China are already begin- 
ning to quarrel over the division of the booty, and no one 
can say how this quarrel will end. 

But the policy of the tsarist government in China is not 
only a mockery of the interests of the people — its aim is 
to corrupt the political consciousness of the masses. Govern- 
ments that maintain themselves in power only by means 
of the bayonet, that have constantly to restrain or suppress 
the indignation of the people, have long realised the truism 
that popular discontent can never be removed and thaL it 
is necessary to divert the discontent from the government 
to some other object. For example, hostility is being stirred 
up against the Jews; the gutter press carries on Jew-baiting 
campaigns, as if the Jewish workers do not suffer in 
exactly the same way as the Russian workers from oppres- 
sion of capital and the police government. At the present 
time, the press is conducting a campaign against the 
Chinese; it is howling about the savage yellow race and its 
hostility towards civilisation, about Russia’s tasks of enlight- 
enment, about the enthusiasm with which the Russian 
soldiers go into battle, etc., etc. Journalists who crawl on 
their bellies before the government and the money-bags 
are straining every nerve to rouse the hatred of the people 
against China. But the Chinese people have at no time and 
in no way oppressed the Russian people. The Chinese peo- 
ple suffer from the same evils as those from which the 
Russian people suffer — they suffer from an Asiatic govern- 
ment that squeezes taxes from the starving peasantry and 
that suppresses every aspiration towards liberty by military 
force; they suffer from the oppression of capital, which 
has penetrated into the Middle Kingdom. 

The Russian working class is beginning to move out of 
the slate of political oppression and ignorance in which 
the masses of the people are still submerged. Hence, the 
duty of all class-conscious workers is to rise with all their 
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might against those who are stirring up national haired 
and diverting the attention of the working people from 
their real enemies. The policy of the tsarist government in 
China is a criminal policy which is impoverishing, cor- 
rupting, and oppressing the people more than ever. The 
tsarist government not only keeps our people in slavery 
but sends them to pacify other peoples who rebel against 
their slavery (as was the case in 1849 when Russian troops 
suppressed the revolution in Hungary). It not only helps 
the Russian capitalists to exploit the Russian workers, 
whose hands it ties to hold them back from combining and 
defending themselves, but it also sends soldiers to plunder 
other peoples in the interests of a handful of rich men and 
nobles. There is only one way in which the new burden the 
war is thrusting upon the working people can be removed, 
and that is the convening of an assembly of representatives 
of the people, which would put an end to tin; autocracy of 
the government and compel it to have regard for interests 
other than those solely of a gang of courtiers. 

Written in Scplomber-October 1900 Collected Works. 

Published in December 1900 VoL 4 ’ PP- 372-77 

in Iskra No. 1 




From THE INTERNATIONAL 
SOCIALIST CONGRESS IN STUTTGART 15 



This is not the first time the colonial question has figured 
at international congresses. Up till now their decisions have 
always been an unqualified condemnation of bourgeois 
colonial policy as a policy of plunder and violence. This 
time, however, the Congress Commission 4 was so composed 
that opportunist elements, headed by Van Kol of Holland, 
predominated in it. A sentence was inserted in the draft 
resolution to the effect that the Congress did not in prin 
ciple condemn all colonial policy, for under socialism 
colonial policy could play a civilising role. Tin; minority in 
the Commission (Ledebour of Germany, the Polish and 
Russian Social-Democrats, and many others) vigorously 
protested against any such idea being entertained. The 
matter was referred to Congress, where the forces of the 
two trends were found to be so nearly equal that there 
was an extremely heated debate. 

The opportunists rallied behind Van Kol. Speaking for 
the majority of the German delegation Bernstein and David 
urged acceptance of a “socialist colonial policy” and fulmi- 
nated against the radicals for Iheir barren, negative alti- 
tude, their failure to appreciate the importance of reforms, 
their lack of a practical colonial programme, etc. Inciden- 
tally, they were opposed by Kautsky, who felt compelled 
to ask the Congress to pronounce against the majority of 
the German delegation. He rightly pointed out that there 
was no question of rejecting the struggle for reforms; that 
was explicitly stated in other sections of the resolution, 
which had evoked no dispute. The point at issue was wheth- 
er we should make concessions to the modern regime of 
bourgeois plunder and violence. The Congress was to dis- 
cuss present-day colonial policy, which was based on the 
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downright enslavement of primitive populations. The bour- 
geoisie was actually introducing slavery in the colonies 
and subjecting the native populations to unprecedented 
outrages and acts of violence, “civilising” them by the 
spread of liquor and syphilis. And in that situation social- 
ists were expected to utter evasive phrases about the pos- 
sibility of accepting colonial policy in principle! That would 
be an outright desertion to the bourgeois point of view. 
It would be a decisive step towards subordinating the pro- 
letariat to bourgeois ideology, to bourgeois imperialism, 
which is now arrogantly raising its head. 

The Congress defeated the Commission’s motion by 
128 votes to 108 with ten abstentions (Switzerland). It 
should be noted that at Stuttgart, for the first time, each 
nation was allotted a definite number of votes, varying 
from twenty (for the big nations, Russia included) to two 
(Luxembourg). The combined vote of the small nations, 
which either do not pursue a colonial policy, or which suf- 
fer from it, outweighed the vole of nations where even the 
proletariat has been somewhat infected with the lust of 
conquest. 

This vote on the colonial question is of very great im- 
portance. First, it strikingly showed up socialist '"opportu- 
nism, which succumbs to bourgeois blandishments. Second- 
ly, it revealed a negative feature in the European labour 
movement, one that can do no little harm to the proletar- 
ian cause, and for that reason should receive serious 
attention. Marx frequently quoted a very significant saying 
°f Sismondi. The proletarians of the ancient world, this 
saying runs, lived at the expense of society; modern society 
lives at the expense of the proletarians. 

The non-propertied, but non -working, class is incapable 
of overthrowing the exploiters. Only the proletarian class, 
which maintains the whole of society, can bring about the 
social revolution. However, as a result of the extensive 
colonial policy, the European proletarian partly finds 
himself in a position when it is not his labour, but the 
labour of the practically enslaved natives in the colonies, 
that maintains the whole of society. The British bour- 
geoisie, for example, derives more profit from the many 
millions of the population of India and other colonies than 
lrom the British workers. In certain countries this provides 
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the material and economic basis for infecting the prole- 
tariat with colonial chauvinism. Of course, this may be 
only a temporary phenomenon, but the evil must nonethe- 
less be clearly realised and its causes understood in order 
to be able to rally the proletariat of all countries for the 
struggle against such opportunism. This struggle is bound 
to be victorious, since the “privileged” nations are a 
diminishing faction of the capitalist nations. 

Written at the end of August and Collided Works, 

beginning of September J9U7 Vol. 13, pp. 75-77 

Published in Proletary No. 17, 

October 20, I '.107 




INFLAMMABLE MATERIAL IN WORLD POLITICS 



The revolutionary movement in various European and 
Asian countries has latterly made itself felt so weightily 
that we see before us the fairly clear outlines of a new 
and incomparably higher stage in the international prole- 
tarian struggle. 

There has been a counter-revolution in Persia — a pecul- 
iar combination of the dissolution of Russia’s First Duma, 
and of the Russian insurrection at the close of 1905. 5 Shame- 
fully defeated by the Japanese, the armies of the Russian 
tsar are taking their revenge by zealously serving the 
counter-revolution. The exploits of the Cossacks in mass 
shootings, punitive expeditions, manhandling and pillage 
in Russia are followed by their exploits in suppressing the 
revolution in Persia.' 5 That Nicholas Romanov, heading the 
Black-Hundred' landlords and capitalists scared by strikes 
and civil war, should be venting his fury on the Persian 
revolutionaries, is understandable. It is not the first time 
that Russia’s Christian soldiers are cast in the role of inter- 
national hangmen. That Britain is pharisaically washing 
her hands of the affair, and maintaining a demonstratively 
friendly neutrality towards the Persian reactionaries and 
supporters of absolutism, is a somewhat different matter. 
The British Liberal bourgeoisie, angered by the growth of 
the labour movement at home and frightened by the 
mounting revolutionary struggle in India, are more and 
more frequently, frankly and sharply demonstrating what 
brutes the highly "civilised” European “politicians”, men 
who have passed through the high school of constitution- 
alism, can turn into when it comes to a rise in the mass 
struggle against capital and the capitalist colonial system, 
i.e., a system of enslavement, plunder and violence. The 
position of the Persian revolutionaries is a difficult one; 



theirs is a country which the masters of India on the one 
hand, and the counter-revolutionary Russian Government 
on the other, were on the point of dividing up between 
themselves. But the dogged struggle in Tabriz and the re- 
pealed swing of the fortunes of war to the revolutionaries 
who, it seemed, had been utterly defeated, are evidence 
that the Shah’s bashi-bazouks, even though aided by Rus- 
sian Lyakhovs and British diplomats, are encountering the 
most vigorous resistance from the people. A revolutionary 
movement that can offer armed resistance to attempts at 
restoration, that compels the attempters to call in foreign 
aid — such a movement cannot be destroyed. In these cir- 
cumstances, even the fullest triumph of Persian reaction 
would merely be the prelude to fresh popular rebellion. 

In Turkey, the revolutionary movement in the army, led 
by the Young Turks, 8 has achieved victory. True, it is only 
half a victory, or even less, since Turkey’s Nicholas II 9 has 
so far managed to get away with a promise to restore the 
celebrated Turkish constitution. But in a revolution such 
half-victories, such forced and hasty concessions by the 
old regime, are the surest guarantee of new and much more 
decisive, more acute fluctuations of the civil war, involving 
broader masses of the people. And the school of civil war 
is never lost upon nations. It is a hard school, and its com- 
plete course necessarily includes victories for the counter- 
revolution, the unbridled licence of the infuriated reaction- 
aries, the savage reprisals of the old government against 
the rebels, etc. But only incurable pedants and doddering 
mummies can moan over the fact that, the nations have 
entered this very painful school. For it is one that teaches 
the oppressed classes how to wage civil war and how to 
carry the revolution to victory. It concentrates in the masses 
of contemporary slaves the hatred which downtrod- 
den, benighted and ignorant slaves have always carried 
within them, and which leads to the supreme history- 
making feats of slaves who have realised the shame of their 
slavery. 

In India lately, the native slaves of the “civilised” British 
capitalists have been a source of worry to their “masters”, 
there is no end to the acts of violence and plunder which 
goes under the name of the British system of government 
in India. Nowhere in the world with the exception, of 
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course, of Russia — will you find such abject mass poverty, 
sucli chronic starvation among the people. The most Liber- 
al and Radical personalities of free Britain, men like John 
Morley — that authority for Russian and non-Russian Cad- 
ets, 10 that luminary of “progressive” journalism (in real- 
ity, a lackey of capitalism) — become regular Genghis Khans 
when appointed to govern India, and are capable of sanc- 
tioning every means of “pacifying” the population in their 
charge, even to the extent of flogging political protestors! 
Just ire, the little weekly of the British Social-Democrats, 
has been banned in India by these Liberal and “Radical” 
scoundrels like Morley. And when Keir Tlardie, the British 
M.P. and leader of the Independent Labour Parly, had 
the temerity to visit India and speak to the Indians about the 
most elementary democratic demands, the whole British 
bourgeois press raised a howl against this “rebel”. And now 
the most influential British newspapers are in a fury about 
“agitators” who disturb the tranquility of India, and are 
welcoming court sentences and administrative measures in 
the purely Russian, Plehve 11 style to suppress democratic 
Indian publicists. But in India the street is beginning to 
stand up for its writers and political leaders. The infamous 
sentence pronounced by the British jackals on the Indian 
democrat Tilak — he was sentenced to a long term of exile, 
the question in the British House of Commons the other 
day revealing that the Indian jurors had declared for 
acquittal and that the verdict had been passed by the note 
of the British jurors ! — this revenge against a democrat by 
the lackeys of the money-bag evoked street demonstrations 
and a strike in Bombay. In India, too, the proletariat has 
already developed to conscious political mass struggle — 
and, that being the case, the Russian-style British regime 
in India is doomed! By their colonial plunder of Asian 
countries, the Europeans have succeeded in so steeling one 
of them, Japan, that she has gained great military victo- 
ries, which have ensured her independent national devel- 
opment. There can be no doubt that the age-old plunder 
of India by the British, and the contemporary struggle of 
all these “advanced” Europeans against Persian and Indian 
democracy, will steel millions, tens of millions of proletar- 
ians in Asia to wage a struggle against their oppressors 
which will be just as victorious as that of the Japanese. 




The class-conscious European worker now has comrades 
in Asia, and their number will grow by leaps and bounds. 

In China, loo, the revolutionary movement against the 
medieval order has made itself felt with particular force 
in recent months. True, nothing definite can yet be said 
about the present movement — there is such scanty infor- 
mation about it and such a spate of reports about revolts 
in various parts of the country. But there can be no doubt 
about the vigorous growth of the “new spirit” and the 
“European currents” that are stirring in China, especially 
since the Russo-Japanese war; 12 and consequently, the old- 
style Chinese revolts will inevitably develop into a conscious 
democratic movement. That some of the participants in 
colonial plunder are this lime greatly concerned is borne 
out by the way the French are acting in Indo-China: they 
helped the “historic authorities” in China to put down the 
revolutionaries! They feared equally for the safety of their 
“own” Asian possessions bordering on China. 

The French bourgeoisie, however, are concerned not only 
over their Asian possessions. The barricades at Villeneuve- 
Saint-Georges, near Paris, the shooting down of the strikers 
who built these barricades (on Thursday, July 30[17]) — 
these events are renewed evidence of the sharpening of the 
class struggle in Europe. Clemenceau, the Radical, who 
governs France on behalf of the capitalists, is working with 
uncommon zeal to shatter the last lingering remnants of 
republican -bourgeois illusions among the proletariat. The 
shooting down of the workers by troops acting on the 
orders of a “Radical” government has, under Clemenceau, 
become almost more frequent than before. The French 
socialists have already dubbed Clemenceau “The Red” lor 
this: and now, when his agents, gendarmes and generals 
have again shed the blood of the workers, the socialists 
recall the catch-phrase once uttered by this ultra-progres- 
sive bourgeois republican to a workers’ delegation: “You 
and I are on different sides of the barricade.” Yes, the 
French proletariat and the most extreme bourgeois repub- 
licans have finally taken their place on opposite sides of 
the barricade. The French working class shed much blood 
to win and defend the republic, and now, on the basis of 
the fully established republican order, the decisive struggle 
between the propertied class and the working people is 
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rapidly coming to a head. “It was not simply brutality,” 
rHumanite 13 wrote of the July 30 events, “it was part of 
a battle.” The generals and the police were bent on provok- 
ing the workers and turning a peaceful unarmed demonstra- 
tion into a massacre. But the troops that surrounded and 
attacked the unarmed strikers and demonstrators met with 
resistance, their action leading to the immediate erection 
of barricades, and to events which are agitating the whole 
of France. These barricades, VHumanite says, were built 
of boards and were ludicrously ineffectual. But that is not 
important. What is important is that the Third Republic 
had eliminated the old habit of barricades; whereas now 
“Clcmenceau is reviving that habit” — and he is just as 
candid about the matter as were “the butchers of June 
1848, and Galliffet in 1871”, 14 on the subject of civil war. 

And the socialist press is not alone in recalling these 
great historic dates in connection with the events of July 30. 
The bourgeois press is furiously attacking the workers 
accusing them of behaving as if they intended to start a 
socialist revolution. One paper cites a minor but charac- 
teristic incident indicative of the mood of both sides at the 
scene of action. When the workers were carrying a wound- 
ed comrade past General Virvairc, who directed the opera- 
tions against the strikers, there were shouts from the 
demonstrators: “ Saluezl ” And the general of the bourgeois 
republic saluted his wounded enemy. 

The sharpening of the struggle between the proletariat 
and the bourgeoisie is to be observed in all the advanced 
capitalist countries. The tendency is the same everywhere, 
though it manifests itself differently in accordance with 
the difference in historical conditions, political systems 
and forms of the labour movement. In America and Britain, 
where complete political liberty exists and where the pro- 
letariat has no revolutionary and socialist traditions that 
could be called living traditions, this sharpening of the 
struggle is expressed in the mounting movement against 
the trusts, in the extraordinary growth of socialism and 
the increasing attention it is getting from the propertied 
classes, and in workers’ organisations, in some cases purely 
economic ones, that are beginning to enter upon systematic 
and independent proletarian political struggle. In Austria 
and Germany, and partly also in the Scandinavian coun- 
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tries, this sharpening of the class struggle shows itself in 
election campaigns, in party relationships, in the closer 
alignment of the bourgeoisie of all sorts and shades against 
their common enemy, the proletariat, and in the hardening 
of judicial and police persecution. Slowly but surely, the 
two opposing camps are building up their strength, con- 
solidating their organisations, drawing apart with increas- 
ing sharpness in every sphere of public life, as if preparing, 
silently and intently, for the impending revolutionary bat- 
tles. In the Latin countries, Italy and particularly France, 
the sharpening of the class struggle is expressed in espe- 
cially stormy, violent, and occasionally forthright revolu- 
tionary outbreaks, when the pent-up hatred of the prole- 
tariat for its oppressors bursts out with unexpected force, 
and the “peaceful” atmosphere of parliamentary struggle 
gives way to episodes of real civil war. 

The international revolutionary movement of the pro- 
letariat does not and cannot develop evenly and in iden- 
tical forms in different countries. The full and all-round 
utilisation of every opportunity in every field of activity 
comes only as the result of the class struggle of the workers 
in the various countries. Every country contributes its own 
valuable and specific features to the common stream; but 
in each particular country the movement suffers from its 
own one-sidedness, its own theoretical and practical short- 
comings of the individual socialist parties. On the whole 
we clearly see a tremendous step forward of international 
socialism, the rallying of million-strong armies of the pro- 
letariat in the course of a series of practical clashes with 
the enemy, and the approach of a decisive struggle with 
the bourgeoisie — a struggle for which the working class is 
far better prepared than in the days of the Commune, 15 that 
last great proletarian insurrection. 

And this step forward of the whole of international 
socialism, along with the sharpening of the revolutionary- 
democratic struggle in Asia, places the Russian revolution 
in a special and especially difficult position. The Russian 
revolution has a great international ally both in Europe 
and in Asia, but, at the same time, and for that very reason, 
it has not only a national, not only a Russian, but also an 
international enemy. Reaction against the mounting pro- 
letarian struggle is inevitable in all capitalist countries, and 
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it is uni Ling the bourgeois governments of the whole 
world against every popular movement, against every revo- 
lution both in Asia and, particularly, in Europe. The oppor- 
tunists in our Party, like the majority of the Russian liberal 
intelligentsia, are still dreaming of a bourgeois revolution 
in Russia that will “not alienate” or scare away the bour- 
geoisie, that will not engender “excessive” reaction, or lead 
to the seizure of power by the revolutionary classes. Vain 
hopes! A philistine utopia! The amount of inflammable 
material in all the advanced countries of the world is 
increasing so speedily, and the conflagration is so clearly 
spreading to most Asian countries which only yesterday 
were in a state of deep slumber, that the intensification of 
international bourgeois reaction and the aggravation of 
every single national revolution are absolutely inevitable. 

The historical tasks of our revolution are not being per- 
formed by the forces of counter-revolution, and cannot be. 
The Russian bourgeoisie arc necessarily gravitating more 
and more towards the international anti-proletarian and 
anti-democratic trend. It is not on liberal allies that the 
Russian proletariat should count. It must follow its own 
independent path to the compleLc victory of the revolu- 
tion, basing itself on the need for a forcible solution of the 
agrarian question in Russia by the peasant masses them- 
selves, helping them to overthrow the rule of the Black- 
IIundred landlords and the Black-Hundred autocracy, 
setting itself the task of establishing a democratic dictator- 
ship of the proletariat and the peasantry in Russia, and 
remembering that its struggle and its victories are insep- 
arable from the international revolutionary movement. 
Less illusions about the liberalism of the counter-revolu- 



tionary bourgeoisie (counter-revolutionary both in Russia 
and the world over). More attention to the growth of the 
international revolutionary proletariat! 




Proletary, No. 33, 

July 23 (August 5), 1908 



Collected Works, 
Vol. 15, pp. 182-88 



EVENTS IN THE BALKANS AND IN PERSIA 



The political press in Russia and throughout Europe is 
preoccupied lately with the events in the Balkans . 16 For a 
lime a European war seemed dangerously close, and that 
danger has by no means been eliminated, though it is much 
more probable that the whole thing will end up in shouting 
and clamour and war will be avoided. 

Let us take a glance at the nature of the crisis and the 
tasks it imposes on the workers’ party in Russia. 

A powerful impetus to the, political awakening of Lhe 
Asian peoples was given by the Russo-Japanese War and 
the Russian revolution. 1 ' But this awakening spread so 
slowly from one country to another that in Persia Russian 
counter-revolution played and continues to play what 
amounts to a decisive role, while in Turkey the revolution 
was at once confronted with a counter-revolutionary coa- 
lition of the powers, Russia at their head. True, the general 
tone of the European press and of the diplomatic state- 
ments would appear to contradict this. If we are to believe 
these statements and the semi-official press, there is uni- 
versal “sympathy” with regenerated Turkey, a universal 
desire to see her constitutional regime strengthened and 
developed, general praise for the “moderation” of the 
bourgeois Young Turks. 

All these fine words, however, are tvpical of the base 
bourgeois hypocrisy of Europe’s present-day reactionary 
governments and present-day reactionary bourgeoisie. For 
the fact is that not a single European country calling itself 
a democracy, and not a single European bourgeois party 
professing to be democratic, progressive, Liberal, Radical, 
etc., has in any way demonstrated a genuine desire to pro- 
mote the victory and consolidation of the Turkish revolu- 
tion. On the contrary, they all fear its success, for the inev- 
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itable result of it would be, on the one hand, to foster 
the desire for autonomy and genuine democracy in all the 
Balkan nations and, on the other, ensure the victory of the 
Persian revolution, give fresh impetus to the democratic 
movement in Asia, intensify the struggle for independence 
in India, create free institutions along an immense stretch 
of Russia’s frontier — and, consequently, new conditions 
that would hamper the policy of Black-Hundred tsarism 
and facilitate the rise of the revolution in Russia, etc. 

Essentially, what we see now in the Balkans, Turkey 
and Persia is a counter-revolutionary coalition of the Euro- 
pean powers against the mounting tide of democracy in 
Asia. All the efforts of our governments, all the preaching 
of the “big” European papers, are aimed at glossing over 
this fact, misleading public opinion, covering up with 
hypocritical speeches and diplomatic hocus-pocus the 
counter -revolutionary coalition of the so-called civilised 
nations of Europe against the nations of Asia, least civilised 
but most energetic in their striving for democracy. And 
the very essence of proletarian policy at this stage should 
be to tear the mask from these bourgeois hypocrites and 
to reveal to the broadest masses of the people the reaction- 
ary character of the European governments who, out of 
fear of the proletarian struggle at home, are playing, and 
helping others play, the part of gendarme in relation to 
the revolution in Asia. 

Europe has woven a dense web of intrigue around all 
the Turkish and Balkan events, and the man in the street 
is being hoodwinked by the diplomats, who try to divert 
public attention to trifles, secondary issues, individual 
aspects of present developments, in an effort to obscure the 
meaning of the process as a whole. In contrast to this, our 
task, the task of international Social-Democracy, should be 
to show the people how these developments are intercon- 
nected, to bring out their fundamental trend and under- 
lying motives. 

Rivalry among the capitalist powers, anxious to “bite 
off” as big a piece as they can and extend their possessions 
and colonies, coupled with fear of an independent demo- 
cratic movement among the nations dependent on or “pro- 
tected” by Europe — these are two mainsprings of all Euro- 
pean policy. The Young Turks are praised for their moder- 
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alion and restraint, i.e., the Turkish revolution is being 
praised because it is weak, because it is not rousing the 
popular masses to really independent action, because it is 
hostile to the proletarian struggle beginning in the Ottoman 
Empire— and at the same time the plunder of Turkey con- 
tinues. The Young Turks are praised for making it possible 
to go on plundering Turkish possessions. They praise the 
Young Turks and continue a policy, the obvious purpose 
of which is to partition Turkey. In this connection the 
Social-Democratic Leipziger V olkszeitung made this very 
true and apt comment: 

., f ? r " sigIlled statesmen who were really concerned for 

me well-being of their country carried out a political reform in Po- 
hmd The King of Prussia and the Emperor of Austria praised the 
constitution of May 3, saying it would ‘bring prosperity to a neigh- 
bouring country’. The whole world extolled the Polish reformers for 
practising ‘moderation’, unlike the terrible Jacobins of Paris. ... On 
January 2.5, 1793, Prussia, Austria and (Russia signed a treaty parti- 
tioning Poland! 1 

In August 1908, the Young Turks carried out their political reform 
with uncommon smoothness. The whole world praised them for prac- 
tising such respectable ‘moderation’, unlike the terrible socialists of 
Russia. . . Now, in October 1908, we arc witnessing a series of devel- 
opments that presage the partition of Turkey.” 

Indeed, it would be childish to believe the words of the 
diplomats and disregard their deeds, the collective action 
oi the powers against revolutionary Turkey. The very fact 
that the present developments were preceded by meetings 
and conversations of the Foreign Ministers and Heads of 
Slate of several countries, is enough to dispel this naive 
taith m diplomatic statements. In August and September 
immediately after the Young Turk revolution and just 
before the Austrian and Bulgarian declarations, Mr. Izvol- 
sky met King Edward and Premier Clemenceau of the 
French Republic in Karlsbad and Marienbad; the 
Austrian and Italian Foreign Minister, von Aehrenthal and 
Titioni, met in Salzburg; then came the meetings between 
Izvolsky and Aehrenthal in Buchloe on September 15- 
between Prince Ferdinand of Bulgaria and Emperor Franz- 
Joseph in Budapest; Izvolsky’s meeting with von Schoen, 
the German Foreign Minister, and later with Tittoni and 
the King of Italy. 

These facts speak for themselves. All the important 
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points had been agreed upon before the Austrian and Bul- 
garian action secretly and directly, at personal meetings of 
kings and ministers, between the six powers: Russia, Aus- 
tria, Germany, Italy, France and Britain. The subsequent 
controversy in the press as to whether Aehrenthal was 
speaking the truth when he stated that Italy, Germany and 
Russia had agreed to Austria’s annexation of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina was a farce from beginning to end, a sheer 
deception , that can fool only liberal philistines. The foreign 
policy directors of the European powers — the Izvolskys, 
Aehrenthals and the whole gang of crowned robbers and 
their ministers — purposely threw this bone to the press: go 
on bickering, gentlemen, over who cheated whom and who 
affronted whom, whether Austria cheated Russia, or Bul- 
garia cheated Austria, etc., over who was the “first” to 
begin tearing up the Berlin Treaty , 18 over the different 
attitudes to the proposed conference of the powers, and 
so on and so forth. Please keep public attention preoccu- 
pied with these interesting and important — oh, very impor- 
tant! — questions. That is exactly what we need in order to 
conceal what really matters , namely, that we have already 
come to a preliminary agreement on the main thing, i.e., 
action against the Young Turk revolution, further steps to 
partition Turkey, revision of the Dardanelles 19 arrange- 
ment on one pretext or another, permission for Russia’s 
Black-Hundred tsar to strangle the Persian revolution. 
That is the crux of the matter; that is what we, the leaders 
of the reactionary bourgeoisie of all Europe, really need, 
and that is what we are doing. As for the liberal simple- 
tons in the press and in parliament, they can spend their 
time debating how it all began, who said what, and in 
what guise the policy of colonial plunder and suppression 
of democratic movements is to be finally signed, sealed 
and presented to the world. 

In each of the European Great Powers — with the excep- 
tion of Austria, which for the time being is “satiated” — 
the liberal press is accusing its government of inadequate 
defence of its national interests. Everywhere the liberals 
present their country and their government as the most 
maladroit in “utilising” the situation, as having been fooled, 
etc. And that precisely is the policy of our Cadets too. They 
have long been saying that Austria’s successes make them 






“envious” (Mr. Mityukov’s own words). This policy of the 
liberal bourgeoisie in general, and that of our Cadets in 
particular, is the most revolting hypocrisy, the vilest be- 
trayal of the genuine interests of progress and freedom. For 
it is a policy which, first, befuddles the democratic con- 
sciousness of the masses by hushing up the conspiracy ot 
the reactionary governments. Secondly, it impels every 
country to follow a so-called active foreign policy, i.e., it 
sanctions the system of colonial robbery and interference 
by the powers in Balkan affairs, interference which is 
always reactionary. Thirdly, it plays directly into the 
hands of reaction, interesting the people in how much “we” 
will receive, how much “we” will get out of the booty, how 
much “we” can bargain for “ourselves”. What the reaction- 
ary governments need most, at this juncture, is precisely 
the opportunity to plead that “public opinion” supports 
their territorial seizures, demands of “compensation”, etc. 
Look, they say, the press of my country accuses me of 
excessive generosity, of inadequate defence of the national 
interests, of being too pliable, and it threatens war. Con- 
sequently, my demands are most “modest and fair”, and 
must therefore be met in full! 

The policy of the Russian Cadets, like that of the Euro- 
pean liberal bourgeoisie, is one of subservience to the 
reactionary governments, defence of colonial aggrandise- 
ment and plunder, and interference in the affairs of other 
countries. The Cadet policy is especially harmful because 
it is being conducted under the “opposition” flag, and there- 
fore misleads very many, wins the confidence of those 
who have no faith in the Russian Government and corrupts 
the masses. Therefore, our Duma 20 deputies and all our 
Party organisations must bear in mind that we cannot make 
a single serious step forward in Social-Democratic propa- 
ganda and agitation about the Balkan events without re- 
vealing — from the Duma rostrum, in leaflets and at meet- 
ings — the connection between the reactionary policy of 
the autocracy and the hypocritical opposition of the Cadets. 
We shall never be able to explain to the people how harmful 
and reactionary the policy of the tsarist government is, 
unless we explain that Cadet foreign policy is essentially 
the same. We cannot combat chauvinism and the Black- 
Hundred spirit in foreign policy, unless we combat the 
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phrase-mongering, the posing, the mental reservations and 
dodges of the Cadets. 

Where concessions to the liberal-bourgeois point of 
view lead socialists will be seen from the following example. 
In the well-known opportunist journal Sozialistische Mo- 
natshefte (Socialist—???— Monthly), Max Schippel has 
this to say on the Balkan crisis: “Nearly all thinking party 
members would consider it a mistake if the view which was 
recently expressed once more in our Berlin Central Organ 
[Vorwarts] 2i prevailed, the view that Germany has nothing 
to look for in either the present or future revolutions in 
the Balkans. Certainly, we should not strive for territorial 
acquisitions. . . . But there can be no doubt that the major 
realignments of the powers in this area, which is an impor- 
tant connecting link between Europe, the whole of Asia 
and part of Africa, have a direct bearing on our interna- 
tional position. . . . For the time being the reactionar}' Rus- 
sian colossus is of no decisive importance. . . . We have 
no reason to see in Russia an enemy always and every- 
where, as she was regarded by the democrats of the 
fifties” (S. 1319). 

This silly liberal, parading as a socialist, has failed to 
notice Russia’s reactionary intrigues behind her “solici- 
tude” for the “Slav brothers”! By using the words “we” 
(meaning the German bourgeoisie), “our” position, etc., 
he has failed to notice either the blow dealt the Young Turk 
revolution, or Russia’s action against the Persian revolu- 
tion ! 

Schippel’s statement appeared in the October 22 issue of 
the journal. On October 18 (5), Novoije Vremya™ published 
a vitriolic article alleging that the “anarchy in Tabriz has 
reached incredible dimensions” and the city has been “half 
destroyed and sacked by semi-savage revolutionaries”. In 
other words, the victory of the revolution over the Shah’s 
troops in Tabriz has immediately aroused the fury of the 
semi-official Russian journal. It describes Sattar Khan, 
leader of the Persian revolutionary forces, as the “Puga- 
chov of Aderbaijan” (Aderbaijan, or Azerbaijan, is the north- 
ern province of Persia and, according to Reclus, accounts 
for nearly one-fiftli of the total population; Tabriz is the 
capital of the province). “One is entitled to ask,” Novoye 
Vremija wrote, “whether Russia can endlessly tolerate these 
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outrages, which are ruining our lucrative trade on the 
Persian frontier. ... It should be borne in mind that all 
Eastern Transcaucasia and Aderbaijan are an ethnological 
whole. . . . Tatar semi-intellectuals in Transcaucasia, forget- 
ting that they are Russian subjects, have displayed warm 
sympathy for the disturbances in Tabriz and are sending 
volunteers to that city. . . . What is much more important 
for us is that Aderbaijan, which borders on Russia, should 
be pacified. Deplorable though it may be, circumstances 
might compel Russia, despite her strong desire not to inter- 
fere, to take this task upon herself.” 

On October 20, the German Frankfurter Zeitung carried 
a dispatch from St. Petersburg that Russian occupation of 
Aderbaijan is contemplated by waj^ of “compensation”. On 
October 24 (11), the same paper published a telegram from 
Tabriz: “ Two dags ago six battalions of Russian infantry , 
supported by cavalry and artillery, crossed the Persian 
frontier and are today expected in Tabriz.” 

The Russian troops were crossing the Persian frontier 
on the very day when Max Schippel, slavishly repeating the 
assurances and the outcries of the liberal and police press, 
was telling the German workers that Russia’s importance 
as a reactionary colossus was now a thing of the past, and 
that to regard Russia as an enemy under all circumstances 
would be a mistake! 

There is to be a new massacre of Persian revolutiona- 
ries by the troops of Nicholas the Bloody. The unofficial 
Lyakhov is being followed by the official occupation of 
Aderbaijan, and the repetition in Asia of what Russia did 
in Europe in 1849, when Nicholas I sent his troops against 
the Hungarian revolution. At that time there were genuine 
democrats among the bourgeois parties of Europe, who 
were capable of fighting for freedom, and not only hypocrit- 
ically talking about freedom, as all the bourgeois demo- 
crats do in our day. Russia had then to play the part of 
European gendarme against at any rate a few European 
countries. Today all the biggest European powers, not 
excluding the “democratic” republic of the “red” Clemen- 
ceau, mortally afraid as they are of any extension of 
democracy at home because it would benefit the proletar- 
iat, are helping Russia play the gendarme in Asia. 

There cannot be the slightest doubt that “freedom of 
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action ’ for Russia against the Persian revolution was part 
of the September reactionary conspiracy 23 of Russia, Aus- 
tria, Germany, Italy, France and Britain. Whether this was 
stated in some secret document (which may be published 
many years hence in a collection of historical materials) or 
whether it was only intimated by Izvolsky to his most 
obliging fellow-negotiators, or whether the" latter “hinted” 
that they intended to pass from “occupation” to “annexa- 
tion”, and that the Russians would perhaps like to pass 
from the Lyakhov policy to “occupation”, or whether some 
other arrangement was made -all that is not of the least 
importance. What is important is that, however informal, 
the September counter-revolutionary conspiracy of the 
powers is a fact, the significance of which becomes increas- 
ingly clear with every passing day. It is a conspiracy against 
the proletariat and democracy. IL is a conspiracy for directly 
suppressing the revolution in Asia, or at least for dealing 
it indirect blows. It is a conspiracy for the continuation of 
colonial plunder and territorial conquest in the Balkans 
today, in Persia tomorrow, maybe in Asia Minor and 
Egypt the day after, etc., etc. 

Only the world proletarian revolution can overthrow 
this combined power of the crowned bandits and interna- 
tional capital. The urgent task of all socialist parties is to 
intensify agitation among the masses, unmask the diplo- 
mats of all countries at their tricks and bring out all the 
facts for the people to see— the facts revealing the infamous 
role of all the allied powers without exception— both as 
direct performers of the functions of the gendarme, and 
as his abettors, friends and financiers. 

An extremely onerous, but at the same time extremelv 
noble and momentous task fails now to the Russian Social- 
Democratic deputies in the Duma, where a statement by 
Izvolsky and a question by the Cadets and Octobrists 24 
are expected. The Social-Democratic deputies are members 
of a body that is a screen for the policy of the chief reac- 
tionary power, the chief plotter of counter-revolution, and 
they must find in themselves the courage and ability to 
tell the whole truth. At a time like this, the Social-Demo- 
cratic deputies in the Black-Hundred Duma are people to 
whom much is given and of whom much is required. For 
apart from them there is no one in the Duma to voice the 
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protest against tsarism from positions other than those of 
the Cadets and Octobrists. And a Cadet “protest”, at such 
times and in the present circumstances, is worse than no 
protest at all since it can be made only from amidst the 
selfsame capitalist wolf-pack, and on behalf of the selfsame 
wolfish policy. 

Our Duma group and all our other Party organisations 
should therefore set to work at once. Agitation among the 
masses is now a hundredfold more important than in ordi- 
nary times. Three propositions should take first place in 
all our Party agitation. First, in contrast to the whole of 
the reactionary and liberal press — from the Black Hun- 
dreds to the Cadets — Social-Democrats should expose the 
diplomatic game of conferences, agreement of the powers, 
alliances with Britain against Austria, or with Austria 
against Germany, or any other. Our job is to reveal the 
fact that there exists a reactionary conspiracy of the 
powers, a conspiracy which the governments arc doing 
everything they possibly can to conceal behind the farce 
of public negotiations. Our policy should be to denounce 
this diplomatic farce, bring the truth to the people, expose 
international anti-proletarian reaction! Secondly, we 
should reveal the real, as distinct from the asserted, results 
of this conspiracy, namely, the blow to the Turkish revo- 
lution, Russia’s assistance in strangling the Persian revo- 
lution, interference in the affairs of other nations, and vio- 
lation of that fundamental democratic principle, the right 
of nations to self-determination. That right is championed 
by our programme and the programmes of all the Social- 
Democratic parties of the world. And there can be nothing 
more reactionary than the solicitude of the Austrians on 
the one hand, and the Russian Black Hundreds on the 
other, for their “Slav brothers”. This “solicitude” is being 
used to screen the vile intrigues that have long won Rus- 
sia notoriety in the Balkans. This “solicitude” always boils 
down to encroachments on genuine democracy in one 
Balkan country or another. There is only one sincere way 
lor the powers to show “solicitude” for the Balkan nations, 
and that is to leave them alone, slop harassing them by 
foreign interference, stop putting spokes in the wheel of 
the Turkish revolution. But, of course, the working class 
cannot expect that kind of policy from the bourgeoisie. 
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All the bourgeois parlies, including the most liberal and 
“democratic” in name, our Cadets included, support capi- 
talist foreign policy. That is the third thing which the 
Social-Democrats must with special vigour bring to the 
knowledge of the people. For, to all intents and purposes, 
the liberals and Cadets stand for the present rivalry be- 
tween the capitalist nations, differing with the Black Hun- 
dreds only as to the forms this should take, and insisting 
only on international agreements different from those upon 
which the government now relies. And this liberal struggle 
against one variety of bourgeois foreign policy in favour of 
another variety of that same policy, these liberal reproaches 
levelled at the government for lagging behind other 
countries (in rapine and intervention!) have the most cor- 
rupting effect on the masses. Down with all colonial 
policy, down with the whole policy of intervention and 
capitalist struggle for the conquest of foreign lands and 
foreign populations, for new privileges, new markets, 
control of the Straits, etc.! Social-Democrats do not sub- 
scribe to the stupid philistine utopia of “peaceful and just” 
capitalist progress. They struggle against the whole of 
capitalist society as such, in the knowledge that there is 
no other champion of peace and liberty in the world than 
the international revolutionary proletariat. 

P.S. After this article had been sent to the press, the 
papers published a dispatch of the St. Petersburg Telegraph 
Agency denying the report about Russian troops having 
crossed the Persian border. The dispatch was published in 
the Frankfurter Zeitung of October 24, in the second morn- 
ing edition. The third edition carried a report from Con- 
stantinople dated October 24, 10.50 p.m., stating that on 
the evening of the 24th news of the Russian troops cross- 
ing the Persian border had reached Constantinople. The 
foreign press, with the exception of the socialist papers, 
is so tar silent on the Russian invasion of Persia. 

To sum up: we are not yet in a position to learn the 
whole truth. At any rate, the “denials” emanating from 
the tsarist government and the St. Petersburg Telegraph 
Agency are not, of course, to be trusted. That Russia, with 
the knowledge of the powers, is fighting the Persian 
revolution with every means at her command, from intrigue 
to the sending of troops, is a fact. That her policy is to 
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occupy Aderbaijan, is likewise beyond doubt. And if the 
troops have not yet crossed the border, then very probably 
all the preparations for them to do so have already been 
made. There is no smoke without fire. 

Proletary, No. 37. 

October 16 (29), 1908 
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From MEETING OF THE 
INTERNATIONAL SOCIALIST BUREAU 25 

The only subject on the agenda on which a short report 
was read, and on which there was a discussion of not 
inconsiderable interest, proved to be the question of colo- 
nial reforms. The Dutch delegate van Ivol, who made him- 
self famous by his opportunist resolution on the colonial 
question at Stuttgart, tried in his report by a somewhat 
different approach to drag in his favourite idea of a “pos- 
itive” colonial programme for Social-Democracy. Setting 
aside completely the struggle of Social-Democrats against 
colonial policy, their agitation among the masses against 
colonial robbery, the awakening of a spirit of resistance 
and opposition among the oppressed masses in the colo- 
nies, van Kol concentrated all his attention on a list of 
possible “reforms” of life in the colonies within the pres- 
ent system. Like a benevolent official, he listed a variety 
of questions, beginning with property in land and ending 
with schools, encouragement of industry, prisons, etc., all 
the time underlining the necessity of being as practical as 
possible — for example, reckoning with the fact that uni- 
versal suffrage is not always applicable to savages, that 
sometimes one cannot but agree with the necessity of 
introducing compulsory labour in the colonies instead of 
prisons, etc., etc. The whole report was saturated with a 
spirit, not of proletarian class struggle, but of the most 
petty-bourgeois — and even worse, bureaucratic— peddling of 
“reforms”. In conclusion he suggested that a committee be 
appointed from the five main countries possessing colonies 
to draw up a colonial programme for Social-Democracy. 

Molkcnbuhr on behalf of the Germans, and some 
Belgians, tentatively sought to follow van Kol, differing 
from him only on details -whether a single common pro- 



gramme was necessary, wouldn't this be stereotyping, and 
so forth. This approach to the question served van Kol’s 
purpose, because the very thing he wanted was to reduce 
everything to “practical details”, and to show that “in 
practice the differences were smaller than it seemed at 
Stuttgart. But Kautsky and Ledebour discussed the ques- 
tion in principle, and attacked the fundamental hypocrisy 
<>l van Kol s whole position. Van Kol declares, said Kautsky, 
that in particular cases universal suffrage is inapplicable; 
therefore, in one form or another he accepts despotism in 
the colonies, because he does not propose any other elector- 
al system, nor can he do so. Van Kol conceives the pos- 
sibility of compulsory labour, said Ledebour; therefore, he 
opens the door to bourgeois policy which uses thousands 
of different pretexts for preserving slavery in the colonies. 
\ an Kol defended himself extremely stubbornly and 
extremely badly, asserting for example that sometimes you 
can't do without taxes in kind, that “he saw this himself 
in Java , that the Papuans don't know what voting means, 
that at the elections things are sometimes decided by pure 
superstition or by getting the voters drunk on rum, etc. 
Kautsky and Ledebour ridiculed these arguments, asserting 
that our common democratic programme is unquestionably 
applicable to the colonies as well, and that it is essential 
to bring to the fore the struggle against capitalism in the 
colonies too. Is the superstition of our “educated” Catholics 
any better than the superstitions of the savages, asked 
Ledebour. Even if parliamentary and representative insti- 
tutions are not always applicable, said Kautsky, democracy 
is always applicable, and the struggle against every depar- 
ture lrom democracy is always obligatory. The respective 
Policies of revolutionary and opportunist Social-Democracy 
were brought out with complete clarity as a result of this 
discussion, and van Kol, seeing that his motion would 
undoubtedly receive “a first class funeral”, himself with- 
drew it. 



Proletary , No. 37, 
October 10 (29). 1908 

Signed: .V. Lenin 
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From LETTER TO MAXIM GORKY 
January 3, 1911 

As regards quixotism in the international policy of Social- 
Democracy, I think, you are wrong. It is the revisionists 
who have long been asserting that colonial policy is prog- 
ressive, that it implants capitalism and that therefore it 
is senseless to “accuse it of greed and cruelty”, for “without 
these qualities” capitalism is “hamstrung”. 

It would be quixotism and whining if Social-Democrats 
were to tell the workers that there could be salvation some- 
where apart from the development of capitalism, not 
through the development of capitalism. But we do not say 
this. We say: capital devours you, will devour the Persians, 
will devour everyone and go on devouring until you over- 
throw it. That is the truth. And we do not forget to add: 
except through the growth of capitalism there is no 
guarantee of victory over it. 

Marxists do not defend a single reactionary measure, 
such as banning trusts, restricting trade, etc. But to each 
his own. Let Khomyakov and Co. build railways across 
Persia, let them send Lyakhovs, but the job of the Marxists 
is to expose them to the workers. If it devours, say the 
Marxists, if it strangles, fight back. 

Resistance to colonial policy and international plunder 
i>y means of organising the proletariat, by means of defend- 
ing freedom for the proletarian struggle, does not retard 
the development of capitalism but accelerates it, forcing 
it to resort to more civilised, technically higher methods 
of capitalism. There is capitalism and capitalism. There 
is Black Hundred-Octobrist capitalism and Narodnik 
(“realistic, democratic”, full of “activity”) capitalism. The 
more we expose capitalism before the workers for its “greed 
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and cruelty”, the more difficult is it for capitalism of the 
lirst order to persist, the more surely is it bound to pass 
into capitalism of the second order. And this just suits 

us, this just suits the proletariat 

The international proletariat is pressing capitalism in 
two ways: by converting Octrobist capitalism into demo- 
cratic capitalism and, because it drives Octobrist capitalism 
away from itself, by transplanting this capitalism to the 
savages. This, however, enlarges the basis of capitalism 
and brings its death nearer. There is practically no Octo- 
brist capitalism left in Western Europe; practically all 
capitalism is democratic. Octobrist capitalism has gone 
from Britain and France to Russia and Asia. The Russian 
revolution and the revolutions in Asia = the struggle for 
ousting Octobrist capitalism and replacing it by democratic 
capitalism. And democratic capitalism = the last of its kind. 
It has no next stage to go on to. The next stage is its death. 

Sent from Paris 
to the Isle of Capri 
(Italy) 

First published in 1924 
in Lenin Miscellany I 
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SPEECH DELIVERED IN THE NAME OF THE R.S.D.L.P. 
AT THE FUNERAL OF PAUL AND LAURA LAF ARGUE 

November 20 (December 3), 1911 

Comrades, on behalf of the Russian Social-Democratic. 
Labour Party 1 wish to convey our feelings of deep sorrow 
on the death of Paul and Laura Laf argue. Even in the 
period of preparation for the Russian revolution, the class- 
conscious workers and all Social-Democrats of Russia 
learned profound respect for Lafargue as one of the most 
gifted and profound disseminators of the ideas of Marxism, 
ideas that were so brilliantly confirmed by the class struggle 
during the Russian revolution and counter-revolution. 
United under the banner of those ideas, the vanguard of 
the Russian workers waged an organised mass struggle 
and dealt a blow to absolutism, it upheld, as it continues 
to uphold, the cause of socialism, the cause of the revolu- 
tion, the cause of democracy despite the treachery, vacilla- 
tion, and irresolution of the liberal bourgeoisie. 

For the Russian worker Social-Democrats Lafargue sym- 
bolised two eras: the era in which the revolutionary youth 
of France, animated by republican ideas, marched shoulder 
to shoulder with the French workers to attack the Empire, 
and the era in which the French proletariat, under Marxist 
leadership, waged a sustained class struggle against the 
entire bourgeois system and prepared for the final battle 
against the bourgeoisie to win socialism. 

We, Russian Social-Democrats, who have experienced 
all the oppression of an absolutism impregnated with 
Asiatic barbarity, and who have had the good fortune, 
through the writings of Lafargue and his friends, directly 
to draw on the revolutionary experience and revolutionary 
thought of the European workers- we can now sec with 
particular clarity how rapidly we are nearing the triumph 
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licans of China, testifies to the profound enthusiasm and 
complete sympathy with which the proletariat of Russia 
is following the successes of the revolutionary people of 
China, and condemns the behaviour of the Russian liberals 
who are supporting tsarism’s policy of conquest. 



From the RESOLUTIONS OF THE SIXTH (PRAGUE) 
ALL-RUSSIA CONFERENCE OF THE R.S.D.L.P . 26 



Written in January 1912 

Published in February 1912 
in a pamphlet All-Russia 
Conference of the R.S.D.L.P. 



Collected Works, 
Vol. 17, pp. 484-85 



THE RUSSIAN GOVERNMENT’S ATTACK ON PERSIA -' 7 Central Committee 

Publishing House, Paris 

I he Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party protests 
against the rapacious policy of the tsarist gang which is 
bent on suppressing the freedom of the Persian people 
and, in pursuing this policy, does not shrink from carrying 
out the most barbarous and infamous acts. 

The Conference places on record that the alliance 
between the Russian and British governments which the 
Russian liberals are widely advertising and supporting in 
every way, is directed primarily against the revolutionary 
movement of the democratic forces in Asia, and that, by 
virtue of this alliance, the Liberal government of Britain 
is a party to the bloody atrocities perpetrated by the tsarist 
government. 

I he Conference expresses its unqualified sympathy for 
the struggle waged by the Persian people and, particularly, 
by the Persian Social-Democratic Party, which has lost so 
many of its members in the fight against the tsarist 
butchers. 

THE CHINESE REVOLUTION 28 

In view of the campaign of propaganda conducted by the 
government and liberal newspapers (Bcch) in favour of 
taking advantage of the revolutionary movement in China 
in order to annex, in the interests of Russian capitalists, 
the Chinese provinces bordering on Russia, the Conference 
recognises the world wide importance of the revolutionary 
struggle of the Chinese people, which is bringing emancipa- 
tion to Asia and is undermining the rule of the European 
bourgeoisie. The Conference hails the revolutionary repub- 
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DEMOCRACY AND NARODISM IN CHINA 

The article by Sun Vat-sen, provisional President of the 
Chinese Republic, which we take from the Brussels socialist 
newspaper, Le Peuple, is of exceptional interest to us 
Russians. 

It is said that the onlooker sees most of the game. And 
Sun Vat-sen is a most interesting “onlooker”, for he appears 
to be wholly uninformed about Russia despite his Euro- 
pean education. And now, quite independently of Russia, 
of Russian experience and Russian literature, this enlight- 
ened spokesman of militant and victorious Chinese democ- 
racy, which has won a republic, poses purely Russian 
questions. A progressive Chinese democrat, he argues 
exactly like a Russian. His similarity to a Russian Narod- 
nik 29 is so great that it goes as far as a complete identity 
of fundamental ideas and of many individual expressions. 

The onlooker sees most of the game. The platform of the 
great Chinese democracy — for that is what Sun Vat-sen's 
article represents — impels us, and provides us with a con- 
venient occasion, to examine anew, in the light of recent 
world events, the relation between democracy and Narod- 
ism in modern bourgeois revolutions in Asia. This is one 
of the most serious questions confronting Russia in the 
revolutionary epoch which began in 1905. And it confronts 
not only Russia, but the whole of Asia, as will be seen from 
the platform of the provisional President of the Chinese 
Republic, particularly when this platform is compared with 
the revolutionary developments in Russia, Turkey, Persia 
and China. In very many and very essential respects, Rus- 
sia is undoubtedly an Asian country and, what is more, one 
of the most benighted, medieval and shamefully backward 
of Asian countries. 

Beginning with its distant and lone forerunner, the no- 
bleman Herzen, and continuing right up to its mass repre- 
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sentatives, the members of the Peasant Union 30 of 1905 
and the Trudovik 31 deputies to the first three Dumas of 
1906-12, Russian bourgeois democracy has had a Narodnik 
colouring. Bourgeois democracy in China, as we now see, 
has the same Narodnik colouring. Let us now consider, 
with Sun Vat-sen as an example, the “social significance” 
of the ideas generated by the deep-going revolutionary 
movement of the hundreds of millions who are finally be- 
ing drawn into the stream of world capitalist civilisation. 

Every line of Sun Vat-sen's platform breathes a spirit 
of militant and sincere democracy. It reveals a thorough 
understanding of the inadequacy of a “racial” revolution. 
There is not a trace in it of indifference to political issues, 
or even of underestimation of political liberty, or of the 
idea that Chinese “social reform”. Chinese constitutional 
reforms, etc., could be compatible with Chinese autocracy. 
It stands for complete democracy and the demand for a 
republic. It squarely poses the question of the condition of 
the masses, of the mass struggle. Tt expresses warm sym- 
pathy for the toiling and exploited people, faith in their 
strength and in the justice of their cause. 

Before us is the truly great ideology of a truly great 
people capable not only of lamenting its age-long slavery 
and dreaming of liberty and equality, but of fighting the 
age-long oppressors of China. 

One is naturally inclined to compare the provisional 
President of the Republic in benighted, inert. Asiatic China 
with the presidents of various republics in Europe and 
America, in countries of advanced culture. The presidents 
in those republics are all businessmen, agents or puppets 
of a bourgeoisie rotten to the core and besmirched from 
head to foot with mud and blood — not the blood of 
padishahs and emperors, but the blood of striking workers 
shot down in the name of progress and civilisation. In 
those countries the presidents represent the bourgeoisie, 
which long ago renounced all the ideals of its youth, has 
thoroughly prostituted itself, sold itself body and soul to 
the millionaires and multimillionaires, to the feudal lords 
turned bourgeois, etc. 

In China, the Asiatic provisional President of the Re- 
public is a revolutionary democrat, endowed with the no- 
bility' and heroism of a class that is rising, not declining. 
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a class that does not dread the future, but believes in it 
and fights for it selflessly, a class that does not cling to 
maintenance and restoration of the past in order to safe- 
guard its privileges, but hates (he past and knows how to 
cast off its dead and stifling decay. 

Does that mean, then, Ihat the materialist West has hope- 
lessly decayed and that light shines only from the mystic, 
religious East? No, quite the opposite. It means that the 
East has definitely taken the Western path, that new 
hundreds of millions ol people will from now on share in 
the struggle for the ideals which the West has already 
worked out for itself. What has decayed is the Western 
bourgeoisie, which is already confronted by its grave-digger, 
the proletariat. But in Asia there is still a bourgeoisie 
capable of championing sincere, militant, consistent democ- 
racy, a worthy comrade, of France’s great men of Enlight- 
enment and great leaders of the close of the eighteenth 
century. 

The chief representative, or the chief social bulwark, 
of this Asian bourgeoisie that is still capable of supporting 
a historically progressive cause, is the peasant. And side 
by side with him there already exists a liberal bourgeoisie 
whose leaders, men like Yuan Shih-kai, are above all 
capable of treachery: yesterday they feared the emperor, 
and cringed before him; then they betrayed him when they 
saw the strength, and sensed the victory, of the revolution- 
ary democracy; and tomorrow they will betray the 
democrats to make a deal with some old or new “consti- 
tutional” emperor. 

The real emancipation of the Chinese people from age- 
long slavery would be impossible without the great, sin- 
cerely democratic enthusiasm which is rousing the working 
masses and making them capable of miracles, and which 
is evident from every sentence of Sun Yat-sen’s plat- 
form. 

But the Chinese Narodnik combines this ideology of 
militant democracy, firstly, with socialist dreams, with 
hopes of China avoiding the capitalist path, of preventing 
capitalism, and, secondly, with a plan for, and advocacy 
of, radical agrarian reform. It is these two last ideological 
and political trends that constitute file element which 
forms Narodism — Narodism in the specific sense of Ihat 
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form, i.e., as distinct from democracy, as a supplement to 
democracy. 

What is the origin and significance of these trends? 

Had it not been for the immense spiritual and revolu- 
tionary upsurge of the masses, the Chinese democracy 
would have been unable to overthrow the old order and 
establish the republic. Such an upsurge presupposes and 
evokes Hie most sincere sympathy for the condition of the 
working masses, and the bitterest hatred for their oppress- 
ors and exploiters. And in Europe and America — from 
which the progressive Chinese, all the Chinese who have 
experienced this upsurge, have borrowed their ideas of 
liberation emancipation from the bourgeoisie, i.e., social- 
ism, is the immediate task. This is bound to arouse 
sympathy for socialism among Chinese democrats, and is 
the source of their subjective socialism. 

They arc subjectively socialists because they are opposed 
to oppression and exploitation of the masses. But the 
objective conditions of China, a backward, agricultural, 
semi-feudal country numbering nearly 500 million people, 
place on the order of the day only one specific, historically 
distinctive form of this oppression and exploitation, namely, 
feudalism. Feudalism was based on the predominance of 
agriculture and natural economy. The source of the feudal 
exploitation of the Chinese peasant was his attachment 
to the land in some form. The political exponents of this 
exploitation were the feudal lords, all together and indi- 
vidually, with the emperor as the head of the whole 
system. 

But it appears that out of the subjectively socialist ideas 
and programmes of the Chinese democrat there emerges 
in fact a programme for “changing all the juridical foun- 
dations” of “immovable property” alone , a programme for 
the abolition of feudal exploitation alone. 

That is the essence of Sun Yat-sen’s Narodism, of liis 
progressive, militant, revolutionary programme for bour- 
geois-democratic agrarian reform, and of his quasi-socialist 
theory. 

From the point of view of doctrine, this theory is that 
of a petty -bourgeois “socialist” reactionary. For the idea 
that capitalism can be “prevented” in China and that a 
“social revolution” there will be made easier by the coun- 
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try’s backwardness, and so on, is altogether reactionary. 
And Sun Vat-sen himself, with inimitable, one might say 
virginal, naivete, smashes his reactionary Narodnik theory 
by admitting what reality forces him to admit, namely, 
that “China is on the eve of a gigantic industrial (i.e., 
capitalist] development”, that in China “trade [i.e., capital- 
ism] will develop to an enormous extent”, that “in fifty 
years we shall have many Shanghais”, i.e.. huge centres of 
capitalist wealth and proletarian need and poverty. 

But the question arises: does Sun Yat-sen, on the basis 
of his reactionary economic theory, uphold an actually 
reactionary agrarian programme? That is the crux of the 
matter, its most interesting point, and one on which cur- 
tailed and emasculated liberal quasi-Marxism is often at 
a loss. 

The fact of the matter is that he does not. The dialectics 
of the social relations in China reveals itself precisely in 
the fact that, while sincerely sympathising with socialism 
in Europe, the Chinese democrats have transformed it 
into a reactionary theory, and on the basis of this reaction- 
ary theory of “preventing” capitalism are championing a 
purely capitalist , a maximum capitalist, agrarian 
programme! 

Indeed, what does the “economic revolution”, of which 
Sun Yat-sen talks so pompously and obscurely at the 
beginning of his article, amount to? 

It amounts to the transfer of rent to the state, i.e.. land 
nationalisation, by some sort of single tax along Henry 
George lines. There is absolutely nothing else that is real 
in the “economic revolution” proposed and advocated by 
Sun Yat-sen. 

The difference between the value of land in some remote 
peasant area and in Shanghai is the difference in the rate 
of rent. The value of land is capitalised rent. To make the 
"enhanced value” of land the “property of the people” 
means transferring the rent, i.e., land ownership, to the 
•state, or, in other words, nationalising the land. 

Is such a reform possible within the framework of capi- 
talism? It is not only possible but it represents the purest, 
most consistent, and ideally perfect capitalism. Marx 
pointed this out in The Poverty of Philosophy, lie proved 
it in detail in Volume III of Capital . and developed it with 
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particular clarity in his controversy with Rodberlus in 
Theories of Surplus Value. 

Land nationalisation makes it possible to abolish abso- 
lute rent, leaving only differential rent. According to 
Marx’s theory, land nationalisation means a maximum 
elimination of medieval monopolies and medieval relations 
in agriculture, maximum freedom in hying and selling land, 
and maximum facilities for agriculture to adapt itself to 
the market. The irony of history is that Narodism, under 
the guise of “combating capitalism” in agriculture, cham- 
pions an agrarian programme that, if fully carried out, 
would mean the most rapid development of capitalism in 
agriculture. 

What economic necessity is behind the spread of the 
most progressive bourgeois-democratic agrarian pro- 
grammes in one of the most backward peasant countries of 
Asia? It is the necessity of destroying feudalism in all its 
forms and manifestations. 

The more China lagged behind Europe and Japan, the 
more it was threatened with fragmentation and national 
disintegration. It could be “renovated” only by the heroism 
of the revolutionary masses, a heroism capable of creating 
a Chinese republic in the sphere of politics, and of ensur- 
ing, through land nationalisation, the most rapid capitalist 
progress in the sphere of agriculture. 

Whether and to what extent this will succeed is another 
question. In their bourgeois revolutions, various countries 
achieved various degrees of political and agrarian democ- 
racy, and in the most diverse combinations. The decisive 
factors will be the international situation and the alignment 
of the social forces in China. The emperor will certainly 
try to unite the feudal lords, the bureaucracy and the 
clergy in an attempt at restoration. Yiian Shih-kai, who 
represents a bourgeoisie that has only .just changed from 
liberal-monarchist to liberal-republican (for how long?), 
will pursue a policy of manoeuvring between monarchy 
and revolution. The revolutionary bourgeois democracy, 
represented by Sun Yat-sen, is correct in seeking ways and 
means of “renovating” China through maximum develop- 
ment of the initiative, determination and boldness of the 
peasant masses in the matter of political and agrarian 
reforms. 
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Lastly, the Chinese proletariat will increase as the num- 
ber of Shanghais increases. It will probably form some 
kind of Chinese Social -Democratic labour party which, 
while criticising the petty-bourgeois utopias and "reaction- 
ary views of Sun Yat-sen, will certainly lake care to single 
out, defend and develop the revolutionary-democratic core 
of his political and agrarian programme. 

Nevskaya Zvezda No. 17, Collected Works, 

July la, 1912 Vol. 18, pp. 163-69 

Signed: VI. Ilyin 




THE END OF THE ITALO-TURKISH WAR 32 

Representatives of Italy and Turkey have signed pre- 
liminary terms of peace, according to telegraphic reports. 

Italy has “won” the war, which she launched a year ago 
to seize Turkish possessions in Africa. From now on, Tri- 
poli will belong to Italy. It is worth while taking a look at 
this typical colonial war, waged by a “civilised” twentieth- 
century nation. 

What caused the war? The greed of the Italian money- 
bags and capitalists, who need new markets and new 
achievements for Italian imperialism. 

What kind of war was it? A perfected, civilised blood- 
bath, the massacre of Arabs with the help of the “latest” 
weapons. 

The Arabs put up a desperate resistance. When, at the 
beginning of the war, the Italian admirals were incautious 
enough to land 1.200 marines, the Arabs attacked them and 
killed some 600. By way of “retaliation”, about 3,000 Arabs 
were butchered, whole families were plundered and done 
to death, with women and children massacred in cold blood. 
The Italians are a civilised, constitutional nation. 

About 1,000 Arabs were hanged. 

The Italian casualties exceeded 20,000, including 17,429 
sick, 600 missing and 1,405 killed. 

The war cost the Italians over 800 million lire, or over 
320 million rubles. It resulted in terrible unemployment 
and industrial stagnation. 

The Arabs lost about 14,800 lives. Despite the “peace”, 
the war will actually go on, for the Arab tribes in the heart 
of Africa, in areas far away from the coast, will refuse to 
submit. And for a long time to come they will be “civilised” 
by bayonet, bullet, noose, fire and rape. 

Italy, of course, is no better and no worse than the other 
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capitalist countries. All of them alike are governed by the 
bourgeoisie, which stops at no carnage in its quest for new 
sources of profit. 




Praoda No. 129, 
September 28, 1912 

Signed: T. 



Collected Works, 
Vol. 18, pp. 337-38 




REGENERATED CHINA 

Progressive and civilised Europe, shows no interest in 
the regeneration of China. Four hundred million backward 
Asians have attained freedom, and have awakened to 
political life. One quarter of the world’s population has 
passed, so to say, from torpor to enlightenment, movement 
and struggle. 

But civilised Europe does not care. To this day even the 
French Republic has not officially recognised the Republic 
of China! A question on this subject is to be asked shortly 
in the French Chamber of Deputies. 

Why this inditl'erence on the part of Europe? The 
explanation is that throughout the West power is in the 
hands of the imperialist bourgeoisie, which is already three- 
quarters decayed and willing to sell all its “civilisation” to 
any adventurer for “stringent” measures against the work- 
ers, or for an extra five kopeks’ profit on the ruble. To 
this bourgeoisie, China is only booty, and now that Russia 
has taken Mongolia into her “tender embrace”,-* 5 the Japa- 
nese, British, Germans, etc., will probably try to tear off 
a piece of this booty. 

But China’s regeneration is making speed nevertheless. 
Parliamentary elections are about to be held — the first in 
what was a despotic state. The Lower House will have 600 
members and the “Senate”, 274. 

Suffrage is neither universal nor direct. It is granted only 
to persons above the age of 21 who have resided in the 
constituency for at least two years and who pay direct 
taxes amounting to about two rubles, or own property 
worth about 500 rubles. They will first vote for electors, 
who will elect the members of parliament. 

This kind of suffrage indicates in itself that there is an 
alliance of the well-to-do peasantry and the bourgeoisie, 
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there being no proletariat at all or one that is completely 
powerless. 

The same circumstance is evident from the nature of 
China’s political parties. There arc three main parties: 

(1) The Radical Socialist Party, which in fact has noth- 
ing at all to do with socialism, any more than our own 
Popular Socialists 34 (and nine-tenths of the Socialist Revo- 
lutionaries). It is a party of petty-bourgeois democrats, 
and its chief demands are political unity of China, devel- 
opment of trade and industry “along social lines” (just as 
hazy a phrase as the “labour principle” and “equalisation” 
of our Narodniks and Socialist Revolutionaries), and pres- 
ervation of peace. 

(2) The second party is that of the liberals. They are 
in alliance with the Radical-Socialists and together with 
them constitute the National Party. This party will in all 
likelihood win a majority in China’s first parliament. Its 
leader is the well-known Dr. Sun Yat-sen. Tie is now draw- 
ing up a plan for a vast railway network (Russian Narod- 
niks will please note that Sun Yat-sen is doing this in order 
that China may “avoid” a capitalist fate!). 

(3) The third party calls itself the Republican League, 
an example of how deceptive political signboards can be. 
Actually it is a conserualiue parly, backed chielly by gov- 
ernment officials, landlords and the bourgeoisie of northern 
China, which is the most backward part of the country. 
The National Party, on the other hand, is predominantly 
a party of the more industrially-developed and progressive 
southern part of the country. 

The peasant masses are the mainstay of the National 
Party. Its leaders are intellectuals who have been educated 
abroad. 

China’s freedom was won by an alliance of peasant 
democrats and the liberal bourgeoisie. Whether the peas- 
ants, who are not led by a proletarian party, will be able 
to retain their democratic positions against the liberals, 
who are only waiting for an opportunity to shift to the 
right, will be seen in the near future. 



Praoda No. 163, 
November 8, 1912 

Signed: T. 



Collected Works, 
Vol. 18, pp. 400-01 




THE HISTORICAL DESTINY 
OF THE DOCTRINE OF KARL MARX 

The chief thing in the doctrine of Marx is that it brings 
out the historic role of the proletariat as the builder of 
socialist society. Has the course of events all over the 
world confirmed this doctrine since it was expounded by 
Marx? 

Marx first advanced it in 1844. The Communist Manifesto 
of Marx and Engels, published in 1848. gave an integral and 
systematic exposition of this doctrine, an exposition which 
has remained the best to this day. Since then world history 
has clearly been divided into three main periods: 1) from 
the revolution of 1848 to the Paris Commune (1871); 2) 
from the Paris Commune to the Russian revolution (1905); 
3) since the Russian revolution. 

Let us see what has been the destiny of Marx’s doctrine 
in each of these periods. 

I 

At the beginning of the first period Marx’s doctrine by 
no means dominated. It was only one of the very numerous 
groups or trends of socialism. The forms of socialism that 
did dominate were in the main akin to our Narodism: 
incomprehension of the materialist basis of historical move- 
ment, inability to single out the role and significance of 
each class in capitalist society, concealment of the bour- 
geois nature of democratic reforms under diverse, quasi- 
socialist phrases about the “people”, “justice”, “right”, and 
so on. 

The revolution of 1848 struck a deadly blow at all these 
vociferous, motley and ostentatious forms of pre-Marxian 
socialism. In all countries, the revolution revealed the 
various classes of society in action. The shooting of the 
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workers by the republican bourgeoisie in Paris in the June 
days of 1848 finally revealed that the proletariat alone was 
socialist by nature. The liberal bourgeoisie dreaded the 
independence of this class a hundred times more than it 
did any kind of reaction. The craven liberals grovelled 
before reaction. The peasantry were content with the abo- 
lition of the survivals of feudalism and joined the support- 
ers of order, wavering but occasionally between workers’ 
democracy and bourgeois liberalism. All doctrines of non- 
class socialism and non-class politics proved to be sheer 
nonsense. 

The Paris Commune (1871) completed this development 
of bourgeois changes; the republic, i.e., the form of polit- 
ical organisation in which class relations appear in their 
most unconcealed form, owed its consolidation solely to the 
heroism of the proletariat. 

In all the other European countries, a more tangled and 
less complete development led to the same result — a bour- 
geois society that had taken definite shape. Towards the 
end of the first period (1848-71), a period of storms and 
revolutions, pre-Marxian socialism was dead. Independent 
proletarian parties came into being: the First International 
(1864-72) and the German Social-Democratic Party. 

II 

The second period (1872-1904) was distinguished from 
the first by its “peaceful” character, by the absence of 
revolutions. The West had finished with bourgeois revo- 
lutions. The East had not yet risen to them. 

The West entered a phase of “peaceful” preparations 
for the changes to come. Socialist parties, basically proletar- 
ian, were formed everywhere, and learned to use bour- 
geois parliamentarism and to found their own daily press, 
their educational institutions, their trade unions and their 
co-operative societies. Marx’s doctrine gained a complete 
victory and began to spread. The selection and mustering 
of the forces of the proletariat and its preparation for the 
coming battles made slow but steady progress. 

The dialectics of history were such that the theoretical 
victory of Marxism compelled its enemies to disguise them- 
selves as Marxists. Liberalism, rotten within, tried to revive 
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itself in the form of socialist opportunism. They interpreted 
the period of preparing the forces for great battles as 
renunciation of these battles. Improvement of the condi- 
tions of the slaves to fight against wage-slavery they took to 
mean the sale by the slaves of their right to liberty for a 
few pence. They cravenly preached “social peace” (i.e., 
peace with the slave-owners), renunciation of the class 
struggle, etc. They had very many adherents among social- 
ist members of parliament, various officials of the working- 
class movement, and the “sympathising” intelligentsia. 

Ill 

However, the opportunists had scarcely congratulated 
themselves on “social peace” and on the non necessity of 
storms under “democracy” when a new source of great 
world storms opened up in Asia. The Russian revolution 
was followed by revolutions in Turkey, Persia and China. 
It is in this era of storms and their “repercussions” in 
Europe that we are now living No matter what the fate 
of the great Chinese republic, against which various “civil- 
ised” hyenas are now whetting their teeth, no power on 
earth can restore the old serfdom in Asia or wipe out the 
heroic democracy of the masses in the Asiatic and semi- 
Asiatic countries. 

Certain people who were inattentive to the conditions for 
preparing and developing the mass struggle were driven to 
despair and to anarchism by the lengthy delays in the 
decisive struggle against capitalism in Europe. We can now 
see how short-sighted and faint-hearted this anarchist des- 
pair is. 

The fact that Asia, with its population of eight hundred 
million, has been drawn into the struggle for these same 
European ideals should inspire us with optimism and not 
despair. 

The Asiatic revolutions have again shown us the spine- 
lessness and baseness of liberalism, the exceptional impor- 
tance of the independence of the democratic masses, and 
the pronounced demarcation between the proletariat and 
the bourgeoisie of all kinds. After the experience both of 
Europe and Asia, anyone who speaks of non-class politics 
and non-class socialism, ought simply to be put in a cage 



69 







and exhibited alongside the Australian kangaroo or some- 
thing like that. 

After Asia, Europe has also begun to stir, although not 
in the Asiatic way. The “peaceful” period of 1872-1904 has 
passed, never to return. The high cost of living and the 
tyranny ol the trusts are leading to an unprecedented 
sharpening of the economic struggle, which has set into 
movement even the British workers who have been most 
corrupted by liberalism. We see a political crisis brewing 
even in the most 'diehard”, bourgeois- Junker country, 
Germany. The frenzied arming and the policy of imperial- 
ism are turning modern Europe into a “social peace” which 
is more like a gunpowder barrel. Meanwhile the decay of 
all the bourgeois parties and the maturing of the proletariat 
are making steady progress. 

Since the appearance of Marxism, each of the three great 
periods of world history has brought Marxism new confir- 
mation and new triumphs. But. a still greater triumph 
awaits Marxism, as the doctrine of the proletariat, in the 
coming period of history. 



Pravda No. 50, 
March 1, 1913 

Signed: V. I. 



Collected Works, 
Vol. IS, pp. 582-85 



BIG ACHIEVEMENT 
OF THE CHINESE REPUBLIC 



We know that the great Chinese Republic, established 
at the cost of such sacrifice by progressive democrats 
among the Asian masses, recently encountered very grave 
financial difficulties. The six “Great” Powers, which are 
considered civilised nations, hut which in reality follow the 
most reactionary policies, formed a financial consortium 
which suspended the granting of a loan to China. 

The point is that the Chinese revolution did not evoke 
among the European bourgeoisie any enthusiasm for 
freedom and democracy — only the proletariat can entertain 
that feeling, which is alien to the knights of profit; it gave 
rise to the urge to plunder China, partition her and take 
away some of her territories. This “consortium” of the six 
Powers (Britain, France, Russia, Germany, Japan and the 
United States) was trying to make China bankrupt in order 
to weaken and undermine the republic. 

The collapse of this reactionary consortium is a big 
success for the young republic, which enjoys the sympathy 
of the working masses the world over. The President of 
the United States has announced that his government will 
no longer support the consortium and will officially 
recognise the Republic of China in the near future. The 
American banks have now left the consortium, and Amer- 
ica will give China much-needed financial support, opening 
the Chinese market to American capital and thereby facil- 
itating the introduction of reforms in China. 

Influenced by America, Japan has also changed her 
policy towards China. At first, Japan would not even allow 
Sun Yat-sen to enter the country. Now the visit has taken 
place, and all Japanese democrats enthusiastically welcome 
an alliance with republican China; the conclusion of that 
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alliance is now on the order of 1 lie day. The Japanese hour 
geoisie, like the American, has come to realise that is stands 
to profit more from a policy of peace with China than 
from a policy of plundering and partitioning the Chinese 
Republic. 

The collapse of this robber consortium is. of course, a 
defeat of no mean importance for Russia’s reactionary 
foreign policy. 

Pravda No. 68, Collected Works, 

March 22, 1913 Vol. 19, pp. 29-30 

Signed : W. 



CIVILISED EUROPEANS AND SAVAGE ASIANS 



The well-known English Social-Democrat, Rothstein, 
relates in the German labour press an instructive and typi- 
cal incident that occurred in British India. This incident 
reveals belter than all arguments why the revolution is 
growing apace in that country with its more than 300 mil- 
lion inhabitants. 

Arnold, a British journalist, who brings out a newspaper 
in Rangoon, a large town (with over 200.000 inhabitants) 
in one of the Indian provinces, published an article enti- 
tled: “A Mockery of British Justice”. It exposed a local 
British judge named Andrew. For publishing this article 
Arnold was sentenced to twelve months’ imprisonment, but 
he appealed and, having connections in London, was able 
to get the case before the highest court in Britain. The 
Government of India hastily “reduced” the sentence to four 
months and Arnold was released. 

What was all the fuss about? 

A British colonel named McCormick had a mistress whose 
servant was a little eleven-year-old Indian girl, named Aina. 
This gallant representative of a civilised nation had enticed 
Aina to his room, raped her and locked her up in his house. 

It so happened that Aina’s father was dying and he sent 
for his daughter. It was then that the village where he lived 
learned the whole story. The population seethed with 
indignation. The police were compelled to order McCor 
truck’s arrest. 

But Judge Andrew released him on bail, and later acquit- 
ted him following a disgraceful travesty of justice. The 
gallant colonel declared, as gentlemen of noble extraction 
usually do under such circumstances, that Aina was a 
prostitute, in proof of which he brought five witnesses. 
Eight witnesses, however, brought by Aina’s mother were 
not even examined bv Judge Andrew. 
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When the journalist Arnold was tried ior libel, the Pres- 
ident of the Court, Sir (‘TIis Worship”) Charles Fox, 
refused to allow him to call witnesses in his defence. 

It must be clear to everyone that thousands and millions 
of such cases occur in India. Only absolutely exceptional 
circumstances enabled the “libeller” Arnold (the son of an 
influential London journalist) to get out of prison and 
secure publicity for the case. 

Do not forget that the British Liberals put their “best” 
people at the head of the Indian administration. Not long 
ago the Viceroy of India, the chief of the McCormicks, 
Andrews and Foxes, was John Morley, the well-known rad- 
ical author, a “luminary of European learning”, a “most 
honourable man” in the eyes of all European and Russian 
liberals. 

The “ European ” spirit has already awakened in Asia, 
the peoples of Asia have become democratic minded. 
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STRUGGLE OF THE PARTIES IN CHINA 

The Chinese people have overthrown the old, medieval 
order and the government which had maintained that 
order. China has been proclaimed a republic, and the first 
Parliament of that great Asian country, whose immobility 
and stagnation have so long gladdened the hearts of the 
Black Hundreds of all nationalities — the first Chinese Par- 
liament has been elected, assembled and begun its sittings 
several weeks ago. 

In the lower chamber of the Chinese Parliament a small 
majority is enjoyed by supporters of Sun Vat-sen, by the 
Kuomintang Party, by the “nationalists”; in order to give 
the essence of this party as applied to Russian reality it 
must be called a radical people’s republican party, a dem- 
ocratic parly. It has a larger majority in the upper 
chamber. 

Opposed to this party are smaller moderate or conser- 
vative parties with all sorts ol names like “radicals” and 
so on. In fact all these parties are, essentially, parties of 
reactionaries , namely, of bureaucrats, landowners and the 
reactionary bourgeoisie. All of them support the Chinese 
Constitutional-Democrat Yuan Shih-kai, the provisional 
President, who is more and more adopting the ways of a 
dictator. As becomes a Constitutional-Democrat, lie was a 
monarchist yesterday, and today, when revolutionary de- 
mocracy has triumphed, he has become a republican — 
tomorrow he intends to become the head of a monarchist 
state again, i.e., to betray the republic. 

The Sun Yat sen party has the support of the south of 
China, which is most developed industrially and commer- 
cially, which has come under the inlluence of Europe most 
of all, and is the most advanced. 

The Yuan Shih-kai parties rely on the backward north 
of China. 
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The first clashes have, for the time being, ended in a 
victory for Yuan Shih-kai: he has united all the “moderate” 
(i.e., reactionary) parties, engineered the break away of 
part of the “nationalists”, installed his own candidate as 
chairman of the lower chamber of the Parliament and 
negotiated a loan from “Europe”, i.e., from the European 
billionaire-vultures, in spite of the will of the Parliament. 
The loan has been signed on onerous, frankly usurious 
terms covered by the revenues from the salt monopoly. 
This loan will fetter China to the European predator}' and 
most reactionary bourgeoisie, which, where profits are 
concerned, is prepared to strangle the freedom of any 
nation. Amounting to some 250 million rubles this loan 
promises the European capitalists colossal profits. 

Here we have an alliance of the European bourgeoisie’s 
reactionary fear of the European working class with the 
reactionary classes and strata of China. 

The struggle against this alliance will not be far from 
easy for the party of Sun Yat-sen. 

In what is this party vulnerable? In the fact that it has 
as yet not sufficiently drawn the broad masses of the 
Chinese people into the revolution. China has a very small 
working class — and therefore she does not have an ad- 
vanced class capable of fighting for the completion of the 
democratic revolution consciously and with determination. 
Not having a leader in the person of the working class, the 
peasants are terribly downtrodden, passive, ignorant, and 
indifferent to politics. Despite the revolutionary overthrow 
of the old and thoroughly rotten monarchy, despite the 
triumph of the republic, universal suffrage is non-existent 
in China! The elections to parliament were held on the 
basis of property qualifications; only those had a vote who 
owned property valued at not less than about 500 rubles! 
This too shows how insufficiently the really broad masses 
of the people have been drawn into active support for the 
Chinese Republic. Without such support by the masses, 
without an organised and staunch advanced class, the 
republic cannot be durable. 

Nevertheless, despite the major shortcomings of its leader 
Sun Yat-sen (dreaminess and irresolution born of the lack 
of proletarian support), revolutionary democracy in China 
has done very much to awaken the people and secure 



freedom and consistently democratic institutions. By draw- 
ing ever broader masses of the Chinese peasants into the 
movement and into politics, this party of Sun Yat-sen is 
becoming (in proportion to the scale on which this is being 
done) a great factor of progress in Asia and of human 
advancement. The work of this party will never go to waste 
no matter what defeats it may suffer at the hands of polit- 
ical rogues, adventurers and dictators relying on the reac- 
tionary forces in the country. 

Written April 28 (May It), Printed according to 

1913 the newspaper text 

Published in Pravdn No. 100, 

May 3, 1913 
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THE AWAKENING OF ASIA 

Was it so long ago that China was considered typical of 
the lands that had been standing still for centuries? Today 
China is a land of seething political activity, the scene of a 
virile social movement and of a democratic upsurge. 
Following the 1905 movement in Russia, the democratic 
revolution spread to the whole of Asia— to Turkey, Persia, 
China. Ferment is growing in British India. 

A significant development is the spread of the revolu- 
tionary democratic movement to the Dutch East Indies, to 
Java and the other Dutch colonies, with a population of 
some forty million. 

First, the democratic movement is developing among the 
masses of Java, where a nationalist movement has arisen 
under the banner of Islam. Secondly, capitalism has created 
a local intelligentsia consisting of acclimatised Europeans 
who demand independence lor the Dutch East Indies. 
Thirdly, the fairly large Chinese population of Java and 
the other islands have brought the revolutionary move- 
ment from their native land. 

Describing this awakening of the Dutch East Indies, van 
Ravesteyn, a Dutch Marxist, points out that the age-old 
despotism and tyranny of the Dutch Government now meet 
with resolute resistance and protest from the masses of 
the native population. 

The usual events of a pre-revolutionary period have 
begun. Parties and unions are being founded at amazing 
speed. The government is banning them, thereby only 
fanning the resentment and accelerating the growth of the 
movement. Recently, for example, it dissolved the “Indian 
Party” because its programme and rules spoke of the striv- 
ing for independence. The Dutch Derzhimordas 115 (with the 
approval, incidentally, of the clericals and liberals — Euro- 
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pcan liberalism is rotten to the core!) regarded this clause 



as a criminal attempt at separation from the Netherlands! 
The dissolved party was, of course, revived under a differ- 
ent name. 

A National Union of the native population has been 
formed in Java. 11 already has a membership of 80,000 and 
is holding mass meetings. There is no stopping the growth 
of the democratic movement. 

World capitalism and the 1905 movement in Russia have 
finally aroused Asia. Hundreds of millions of the down- 
trodden and benighted have awakened from medieval stag- 
nation to a new life and are rising lo fight for elementary 
human rights and democracy. 

The workers of the advanced countries follow with 
interest and inspiration this powerful growth of the libera- 
tion movement, in all its various forms, in every part of 
the world. The bourgeoisie of Europe, scared by the might 
of the working-class movement, is embracing reaction, 
militarism, clericalism and obscurantism. But the proletar- 
iat of the European countries and the young democracy 
of Asia, fully confident of its strength and with abiding 
faith in the masses, are advancing to take the place of this 
decadent and moribund bourgeoisie. 

The awakening of Asia and the beginning of the struggle 
for power by the advanced proletariat of Europe are a 
symbol of the new phase in world history that began early 
this century. 



Collected Works, 
Vol. 19, pp. 85-86 
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THE WORKING CLASS AND THE NATIONAL 
QUESTION 



Russia is a motley country as far as her nationalities are 
concerned. Government policy, which is the policy of the 
landowners supported by the bourgeoisie, is steeped in 
Black-Hundred nationalism. 

This policy is spearheaded against the majority of the 
peoples of Russia who constitute the majority of her 
population. And alongside this we have the bourgeois 
nationalism of other nations (Polish, Jewish, Ukrainian, 
Georgian, etc.), raising its head and trying to divert the 
working class from its great world-wide tasks by a national 
struggle or a struggle for national culture. 

The national question must be clearly considered and 
solved by all class-conscious workers. 

When the bourgeoisie was fighting for freedom together 
with the people, together with all those who labour, it 
stood for full freedom and equal rights for the nations. 
Advanced countries, Switzerland, Belgium, Norway and 
others, provide us with an example of how free nations 
under a really democratic system live together in peace or 
separate peacefully from each other. 

Today the bourgeoisie fears the workers and is seeking 
an alliance with the Purishkeviches, with the reactionaries, 
and is betraying democracy, advocating oppression or 
unequal rights among nations and corrupting the workers 
with nationalist slogans. 

i In our times the proletariat alone upholds the real free- 

dom of nations and the unity of workers of all nations. 

For different nations to live together in peace and 
freedom or to separate and form different states (if that 
is more convenient for them), a full democracy, upheld by 
the working class, is essential. No privileges for any nation 
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or any one language! Not even the slightest degree of 
oppression or the slightest injustice in respect of a national 
minority — such are the principles of working-class democ- 
racy. 

The capitalists and landowners want, at all costs, to keep 
the workers of different nations apart while the powers 
that be live splendidly together as shareholders in profi- 
table concerns involving millions (such as the Lena Gold- 
fields ); 36 Orthodox Christians and Jews, Russians and 
Germans, Poles and Ukrainians, everyone who possesses 
capital, exploit the workers of all nations in company. 

Class-conscious workers stand for full unity among the 
workers of all nations in every educational, trade union, 
political, etc., workers’ organisation. Let the Cadet gentle- 
men disgrace themselves by denying or belittling the impor- 
tance of equal rights for Ukrainians. Let the bourgeoisie 
of all nations find comfort in lying phrases about national 
culture, national tasks, etc., etc. 

The workers will not allow themselves to be disunited 
by sugary speeches about national culture, or “national- 
cultural autonomy ”. 37 The workers of all nations together, 
concertedly, uphold full freedom and complete equality of 
rights in organisations common to all — and that is the 
guarantee of genuine culture. 

The workers of the whole world are building up their 
own internationalist culture, which the champions of free- 
dom and the enemies of oppression have for long been 
preparing. To the old world, the world of national oppres- 
sion, national bickering, and national isolation the workers 
counterpose a new world, a world of the unity of the work- 
ing people of all nations, a world in which there is no 
place for any privileges or for the slightest degree of 
oppression of man by man. 

Written May 3 (16), 1913 Collected Works , 

Published in Pravda No. 106, 

May 10, 1913 
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BACKWARD EUROPE AND ADVANCED ASIA 

The comparison sounds like a paradox. Who does not 
know that Europe is advanced and Asia backward? But 
the words taken for this title contain a bitter truth. 

In civilised and advanced Europe, with its highly devel- 
oped machine industry, its rich, multiform culture and 
its constitutions, a point in history has been reached when 
the commanding bourgeoisie, fearing the growth and 
increasing strength of the proletariat, comes out in support 
of everything backward, moribund and medieval. The 
bourgeoisie is living out its last days, and is joining with 
all obsolete and obsolescent forces in an attempt to pre- 
serve tottering wage-slavery. 

Advanced Europe is commanded by a bourgeoisie which 
supports everything that is backward. The Europe of our 
day is advanced not thanks to, but in spite of, the bour- 
geoisie, for it is only the proletariat that is adding to the 
million-strong army of fighters for a better future. It alone 
preserves and spreads implacable enmity towards back- 
wardness, savagery, privilege, slavery and the humiliation 
of man by man. 

In “advanced” Europe, the sole advanced, class is the 
proletariat. As for the living bourgeoisie, it is prepared to 
go to any length of savagery, brutality and crime in order 
to uphold dying capitalist slavery. 

And a more striking example of this decay of the entire 
European bourgeoisie can scarcely be cited than the sup- 
port it is lending to reaction in Asia in furtherance of the 
selfish aims of the financial manipulators and capitalist 
swindlers. 

Everywhere in Asia a mighty democratic movement is 
growing, spreading and gaining in strength. The bourgeoi- 
sie there is as yet siding with the people against reaction. 
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Hundreds of millions of people are awakening to life, light 
and freedom. What delight this world movement is arous- 
ing in the hearts of all class-conscious workers, who know 
that the path to collectivism lies through democracy! What 
sympathy for young Asia imbues all honest democrats! 

And “advanced” Europe? It is plundering China and 
helping the foes of democracy, the foes of freedom in 
China! 

Here is a simple but instructive little calculation. A new 
Chinese loan has been concluded against Chinese democ- 
racy: “Europe” is for Yuan Shih-kai, who is preparing 
a military dictatorship. Why does it support him? Because 
it is good business. The loan has been concluded for about 

250.000. 000 rubles, at the rate of 84 to a 100. That means 
that the bourgeois of “Europe” will pay the Chinese 

210.000. 000 rubles, but will take from the public 225,000,000 
rubles. There you have at one stroke — a clear profit of 
fifteen million rubles in a few weeks! It really is a “c/ear” 
profit, isn’t it? 

What if the Chinese people do not recognise the 
loan? China, after all, is a republic, and the majority in 
parliament arc against the loan. 

Oh, then “advanced” Europe will raise a cry about “civil- 
isation”, “order”, “culture” and “fatherland”! It will set 
the guns in motion and, in alliance with Yuan Shih-kai, 
that adventurer, traitor and friend of reaction, crush a 
republic in “backward” Asia. 

All the commanders of Europe, all the European bour- 
geoisie are in alliance with all the forces of reaction and 
medievalism in China. 

But all young Asia, that is, the hundreds of millions of 
Asian working people, has a reliable ally in the proletariat 
of all civilised countries. No force on earth can prevent its 
victor}’, which will liberate both the peoples of Europe and 
the peoples of Asia. 



Written May 10 (23), 1913 

Published in Pravda No. 113, 
May 18, 1913 
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From THE RIGHT OF NATIONS 
TO SELF-DETERMINATION 

Clause 9 of the Russian Marxists' Programme, which 
deals with the right of nations to self-determination, has 
(as we have already pointed out in Prosveshcheniye )* given 
rise lately to a crusade on the part of the opportunists. The 
Russian liquidator 38 Semkovsky, in the St. Petersburg 
liquidationisl newspaper, and the Bundist 33 Liebman and 
the Ukrainian nationalist-socialist Yurkevich in their re- 
spective periodicals have violently attacked this clause and 
treated it with supreme contempt. There is no doubt that 
this campaign of a motley array of opportunists against 
our Marxist Programme is closely connected with present- 
day nationalist vacillations in general. Hence we consider 
a detailed examination of this question timely. We would 
mention, in passing, that none of the opportunists named 
above has ollered a single argument of his own; they all 
merely repeat what Rosa Luxemburg said in her lengthy 
Polish article of 1908-09, “The National Question and Au- 
tonomy”. In our exposition we shall deal mainly with the 
“original” arguments of this last-named author. 



1. WHAT IS MEANT BY THE SELF-DETERMINATION 
OF NATIONS? 

Naturally, this is the first question that arises when any 
attempt is made at a Marxist examination of what is known 
as self-determination. What should be understood by that 
term? Should the answer be sought in legal definitions 
deduced from all sorts of “general concepts” of law? Or is 
it rather to be sought in a historic.o -economic study of the 
national movements? 
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* Sec V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 20, pp. 17-51.— Ed. 



It is not surprising that the Semkovskys, Liebmans and 
Yurkeviches did not even think of raising this question, 
and shrugged it off by scoffing at the “obscurity” of the 
Marxist Programme, apparently unaware, in their simplic- 
ity, that the self-determination of nations is dealt with, 
not only in the Russian Programme of 1903, 40 but in the 
resolution of the London International Congress of 1896 41 
(with which I shall deal in detail in the proper place). Far 
more surprising is the fact that Rosa Luxemburg, who 
declaims a great deal about the supposedly abstract and 
metaphysical nature of the clause in question, should her- 
self succumb to the sin of abstraction and metaphysics. It 
is Rosa Luxemburg herself who is continually lapsing into 
generalities about self-determination (to the extent even of 
philosophising amusingly on the question of how the will 
of the nation is to be ascertained), without anywhere 
clearly and precisely asking herself whether the gist of the 
matter lies in legal definitions or in the experience of the 
national movements throughout the world. 

A precise formulation of this question, which no Marx- 
ist can avoid, would at once destroy nine-tenths of Rosa 
Luxemburg’s arguments. This is not the first lime that 
national movements have arisen in Russia, nor are they 
peculiar to that country alone. Throughout the world, the 
period of the final victory of capitalism over feudalism 
has been linked up with national movements. For the 
complete victory of commodity production, the bourgeoi- 
sie must capture the home market, and there must be 
politically united territories whose population speak a 
single language, with all obstacles to the development of 
that language and to its consolidation in literature elimi- 
nated. Therein is the economic foundation of national 
movements. Language is the most important means of 
human intercourse. Unity and unimpeded development of 
language are the most important conditions for genuinely 
free and extensive commerce on a scale commensurate 
with modern capitalism, for a free and broad grouping of 
the population in all its various classes and, lastly, for 
the establishment of a close connection between the market 
and each and every proprietor, big or little, and between 
seller and buyer. 

Therefore, the tendency of every national movement is 
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towards the formation of national states , under which 
these requirements of modern capitalism are best satisfied. 
The most profound economic factors drive towards this 
goal, and, therefore, for the whole of Western Europe, 
nay, for Hie entire civilised world, the national stale is 
typical and normal for the capitalist period. 

Consequently, if we want to grasp the meaning of self- 
determination of nations, not by juggling with legal defi- 
nitions, or “inventing” abstract definitions, but by examin- 
ing the historico-economic conditions of the national move- 
ments, we must inevitably reach the conclusion that the 
self-determination of nations means the political separa- 
tion of these nations from alien national bodies, and the 
formation of an independent national state. 

Later on we shall see still other reasons why it would 
be wrong to interpret the right to self-determination as 
meaning anything but the right to existence as a separate 
stale. At present, we must deal with Rosa Luxemburg’s 
efforts to “dismiss” the inescapable conclusion that pro- 
found economic factors underlie the urge towards a nation- 
al state. 

Rosa Luxemburg is quite familiar with Kautsky’s pam- 
phlet Nationality and Internationalily. (Supplement to Die 
Neue Zeit No. 1, 1907-08; Russian translation in the journal 
Nauchnaya Mysl, Riga, 1908.) She is aware that, after care- 
fully analysing the question of the national state in §4 of 
that pamphlet, Kautsky* arrived at the conclusion that Otto 
Bauer “underestimates the strength of the urge towards a 
national state” (p. 23 of the pamphlet). Rosa Luxemburg 
herself quotes the following words of Kautsky’s: “The 
national state is the form most suited to present-day condi- 
tions [i.e., capitalist, civilised, economically progressive 
conditions, as distinguished from medieval, pre-capitalist, 
etc.); it is the form in which the state can best fulfil its 
tasks” (i.e., the tasks of securing the freest, widest and 
speediest development of capitalism). To this we must add 



* In 1916, while preparing the article for a new publication, Lenin 
gave the following note: “The reader should bear in mind that in 
1909 prior to the appearance of his famous pamphlet, The Rond to 
Power, Kautsky was an enemy of opportunism and that only in 
1910-11” he first came out in defence of it, which he most resolutely 
supported in 1914-16, 







Kautsky’s still more precise concluding remark that states 
of mixed national composition (known as multi-national 
states, as distinct from national stales) are “always those 
whose internal constitution has for some reason or other 
remained abnormal or underdeveloped” (backward). Need- 
less to say, Kautsky speaks of abnormality exclusively in 
the sense of lack of conformity with what is best adapted 
to the requirements of a developing capitalism. 

The question now is: ITow did Rosa Luxemburg treat 
these historico-economic conclusions of Kautsky’s? Arc 
they right or wrong? Is Kautsky right in his historico- 
economic theory, or is Bauer, whose theory is basically 
psychological? What is the connection between Bauer’s 
undoubted “national opportunism”, his defence of cultu- 
ral-national autonomy, his nationalistic infatuation (“an 
occasional emphasis on the national aspect”, as Kautsky 
put it), his “enormous exaggeration of the national aspect 
and complete neglect of the international aspect” (Kautsky) 
— and his underestimation of the strength of the urge to 
create a national state? 

Rosa Luxemburg has not even raised this question. She 
has not noticed the connection. She has not considered the 
sum total of Bauer’s theoretical views. She has not even 
drawn a line between the historico-economic and the psy- 
chological theories of the national question. She confines 
herself to the following remarks in criticism of Kau- 
tsky: 

“This ‘best’ national state is only an abstraction, which can easily 
be developed and defended theoretically, but which docs not corre- 
spond to reality.” (Przeglqd Socjaldemokratyczny, 1908, No. 6, p. 499.) 

And in corroboration of this emphatic statement there 
follow arguments to the effect that the “right to self- 
determination” of small nations is made illusory by the 
development of the great capitalist powers and by impe- 
rialism. “Can one seriously speak,” Rosa Luxemburg 
exclaims, “about the ‘self-determination’ of the formally 
independent Montenegrins, Bulgarians, Rumanians, Serbs, 
Greeks, partly even the Swiss, whose independence is itself 
a result of the political struggle and the diplomatic game 
of the ‘concert of Europe’?!” (P. 500.) The state that best 
suits these conditions is “not a national state, as Kautsky 
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believes, but a predatory one”. Some dozens of figures are 
quoted relating to the size of British, French and other 
colonial possessions. 

After reading such arguments, one cannot help marvel- 
ling at the author’s ability to misunderstand the how and 
the why of things. To teach Kautskv, with a serious mien, 
that small states are economically dependent on big ones, 
that a struggle is raging among the bourgeois states for the 
predatory suppression of other nations, and that imperial- 
ism and colonies exist — all this is a ridiculous and puerile 
attempt to be clever, for none of this has the slightest bear- 
ing on the subject. Not only small slates, but even Russia, 
for example, is entirely dependent, economically, on the 
power of the imperialist finance capital of the “rich” bour- 
geois countries. Not only the miniature Balkan stales, but 
even nineteenth-century America was, economically, a 
colony of Europe, as Marx pointed out in Capital .' 1 ' 2 Kaut- 
skv, like any Marxist, is, of course, well aware of this, but 
that has nothing whatever to do with the question of 
national movements and the national stale. 

For the question of the political self-determination of 
nations and their independence as stales in bourgeois 
society, Rosa Luxemburg has substituted the question of 
their economic independence. This is just as intelligent as 
if someone, in discussing the programmatic demand for the 
supremacy of parliament, i.e., the assembly of people’s 
representatives, in a bourgeois state, were to expound the 
perfectly correct conviction that big capital dominates in a 
bourgeois country, whatever the regime in it. 

There is no doubt that the greater part of Asia, the most 
densely populated continent, consists either of colonies of 
the “Great Powers”, or of slates that are extremely depend- 
ent and oppressed as nations. But does this commonly- 
known circumstance in any way shake the undoubted fact 
that in Asia itself the conditions for the most complete de- 
velopment of commodity production and the freest, widest 
and speediest growth of capitalism have been created only 
in Japan, i.e., only in an independent national state? The 
latter is a bourgeois slate, and for that reason has itself 
begun to oppress other nations and to enslave colonies. We 
cannot say whether Asia will have had time to develop 
into a system of independent national stales, like Europe. 
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before the collapse of capitalism, but it remains an undis- 
puted fact that capitalism, having awakened Asia, has 
called forth national movements everywhere in that con- 
tinent, loo; that the tendency of these movements is towards 
the creation of national states in Asia; that it is such states 
that ensure the best conditions for the development of 
capitalism. The example of Asia speaks in favour ol 
Kautsky and against Rosa Luxemburg. 

The example of the Balkan states likewise contradicts 
her, for anyone can now see that the best conditions for 
the development of capitalism in the Balkans are created 
precisely in proportion to the creation of independent 
national states in that peninsula. 

Therefore, Rosa Luxemburg notwithstanding, the example 
of the whole of progressive and civilised mankind, the 
example of the Balkans and that of Asia prove that Kaut- 
sky’s proposition is absolutely correct: the national slate 
is the rule and the “norm” of capitalism; the multi-nation- 
al stale represents backwardness, or is an exception. From 
the standpoint of national relations, the best conditions for 
the development of capitalism are undoubtedly provided by 
the national stale. This does not mean, of course, that such 
a state, which is based on bourgeois relations, can elimi- 
nate the exploitation and oppression of nations. It only 
means that Marxists cannot lose sight of the powerful 
economic factors that give rise to the urge to create nation- 
al states. It means that “self-determination of nations” in 
the Marxists’ Programme cannot, from a historico-cco- 
nomic point of view, have any other meaning than political 
self-determination, state independence, and the formation 
of a national state. 

The conditions under which the bourgeois-democratic 
demand for a “national state” should be supported from 
a Marxist, i.e., class-proletarian, point of view will be dealt 
with in detail below. For the present, we shall confine our- 
selves to the definition of the concept of “self determina- 
tion”, and only note that Rosa Luxemburg knows what 
this concept means (“national state”), whereas her oppor- 
tunist partisans, the Liebmans, the Semkovskvs, the Yurke- 
vichcs, do not even know that ! 
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2. THE HISTORICALLY CONCRETE PRESENTATION 
OF THE QUESTION 

The categorical requirement of Marxist theory in inves- 
tigating any social question is that it be examined within 
definite historical limits, and, if it refers to a particular 
country (e.g., the national programme for a given country), 
that account be taken of the specific features distinguishing 
that country from others in the same historical epoch. 

What does this categorical requirement of Marxism 
imply in its application to the question under discussion? 

First of all, it implies that a clear distinction must be 
drawn between the two periods of capitalism, which differ 
radically from each other as far as the national movement 
is concerned. On the one hand, there is the period of the 
collapse of feudalism and absolutism, the period of the 
formation of the bourgeois-democratic society and state, 
when the national movements for the first time become 
mass movements and in one way or another draw all classes 
of the population into politics through the press, partici- 
pation in representative institutions, etc. On the other 
hand, there is the period of fully formed capitalist states 
with a long-established constitutional regime and a highly 
developed antagonism between the proletariat and the 
bourgeoisie -a period that may be called the eve of capital- 
ism’s downfall. 

The typical features of the first period are: the awaken- 
ing of national movements and the drawing of the peas- 
ants, the most numerous and the most sluggish section 
ol the population, into these movements, in connection 
with the struggle for political liberty in general, and for 
the rights of the nation in particular. Typical features of 
the second period are: the absence of mass bourgeois- 
democratic movements and the fact that developed capital- 
ism, in bringing closer together nations that have already 
been fully drawn into commercial intercourse, and causing 
them to intermingle to an increasing degree, brings the 
antagonism between internationally united capital and the 
international working-class movement into the forefront. 

Of course, the two periods are not walled off from each 
other; they are connected by numerous transitional links, 
the various countries differing from each other in the ra- 
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pidity of their national development, in the national make- 
up and distribution of their population, and so on. There 
can be no question of the Marxists of any country drawing 
up their national programme without taking into account 
all these general historical and concrete state conditions. 

It is here that we come up against the weakest point in 
Rosa Luxemburg’s arguments. With extraordinary zeal, 
she embellishes her article with a collection of hard words 
directed against §9 of our Programme, which she declares 
to be “sweeping”, “a platitude”, “a metaphysical phrase”, 
and so on without end. It would be natural to expect an 
author who so admirably condemns metaphysics (in the 
Marxist sense, i.e., anti-dialectics) and empty abstractions 
to set us an example of how to make a concrete historical 
analysis of the question. The question at issue is the nation- 
al programme of the Marxists of a definite country— 
Russia, in a definite period— the beginning of the twentieth 
century. But does Rosa Luxemburg raise the question as 
to what historical period Russia is passing through, or 
what are the concrete features of the national question and 
the national movements of that particular country in that 
particular period? 

No, she does not! She says absolutely nothing about 
it\ In her work you will not find even the shadow of an 
analysis of how the national question stands in Russia in 
the present historical period, or of the specific features of 
Russia in this particular respect! 

We are told that the national question in the Balkans 
is presented differently from that in Ireland; that Marx 
appraised the Polish and Czech national movements in the 
concrete conditions of 1848 in such and such a way (a page 
of excerpts from Marx); that Engels appraised the struggle 
of the forest cantons of Switzerland against Austria and 
the Battle of Morgarten which took place in 1315 in such 
and such a way (a page of quotations from Engels with the 
appropriate comments from Kautsky) ; that Lassalle regard- 
ed the peasant war in Germany of the sixteenth century 
as reactionary, etc. 

Tt cannot be said that these remarks and quotations have 
any novelty about them, but at all events it is interesting 
for the reader to be occasionally reminded just how Marx, 
Engels and Lassalle approached the analysis of concrete 
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historical problems in individual countries. And a perusal 
of these instructive quotations from Marx and Engels 
reveals most strikingly the ridiculous position Rosa Luxem- 
burg has placed herself in. She preaches eloquently and 
angrily the need for a concrete historical analysis of the 
national question in dilferent countries at different times, 
but she does not make the least attempt to determine what 
historical stage in the development of capitalism Russia is 
passing through at the beginning of the twentieth century, 
or what the specific features of the national question in 
this country are. Rosa Luxemburg gives examples of how 
others have treated the question in a Marxist fashion, as if 
deliberately stressing how often the road to hell is paved with 
good intentions and how often good counsel covers up un- 
willingness or inability to follow such advice in practice. 

Here is one of her edifying comparisons. In protesting 
against the demand for the independence of Poland, Rosa 
Luxemburg refers to a pamphlet she wrote in 1808, proving 
the rapid “industrial development of Poland”, with the 
latter’s manufactured goods being marketed in Russia. 
Needless to say, no conclusion whatever can be drawn 
from this on the question of the right to self-determina- 
tion; it only proves the disappearance of the old Poland 
of the landed gentry, etc. Rut Rosa Luxemburg always 
passes on imperceptibly to the conclusion that among the 
factors that unite Russia and Poland, the purely economic 
factors of modern capitalist relations now predominate. 

Then our Rosa proceeds to the question of autonomy, 
and though her article is entitled “The National Question 
and Autonomy” in general, she begins to argue that the 
Kingdom of Poland has an exclusive right to autonomy 
(see Prosveshcheniye, 1913, No.12*). To support Poland’s 
right to autonomy, Rosa Luxemburg evidently judges the 
stale system of Russia by her economic, political and so- 
ciological characteristics and everyday life— a totality of 
features which, taken together, produce the concept of 
“Asiatic despotism”. (Przeglqd No. 12, p. 137.) 

It is generally known that this kind of state system pos- 
sesses great stability whenever completely patriarchal and 
pre-capitalist features predominate in the economic system 

* See V. I. Lenin, Collected Works , Vol. 20, pp. 45-51,— Ed. 
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and where commodity production and class differentiation 
are scarcely developed. However, if in a country whose 
slate system is distinctly pre-capitalist in character there 
exists a nationally demarcated region where capitalism is 
rapidly developing, then the more rapidly that capitalism 
develops, the greater will be the antagonism between it 
and the pre-capitalist state system, and the more likely 
will be the separation of the progressive region from the 
whole — with which it is connected, not by “modern capital- 
istic”, but by “Asiatically despotic” lies. 

Thus, Rosa Luxemburg does not get her arguments to 
hang together even on the question of the social structure 
of the government in Russia with regard to bourgeois Po- 
land; as for the concrete, historical, specific features of the 
national movements in Russia — she does not even raise 
that question. 

That is a point we must now deal with. 




3. THE CONCRETE FEATURES 
OF THE NATIONAL QUESTION IN RUSSIA. 

AND RUSSIA’S BOURGEOIS-DEMOCRATIC REFORMATION 

“Despite the elasticity of the principle of ‘the right of nations to 
self-determination’, which is a mere platitude, and, obviously, equally 
applicable, not only lo the nations inhabiting Russia, but also to the 
nations inhabiting Germany and Austria, Switzerland and Sweden, 
America and Australia, we do not find it in the programmes of any of 
the present-day socialist parties ” ( Przeglqd. No. 6, p. 483.) 

This is how Rosa Luxemburg opens her attack upon §9 
of the Marxist programme. In trying to foist on us the con- 
ception that this clause in the programme is a “mere plat- 
itude”, Rosa Luxemburg herself falls victim to this error, 
alleging with amusing boldness that this point is, “obvi- 
ously, equally applicable” to Russia, Germany, etc. 

Obviously, we shall reply, Rosa Luxemburg has decided 
to make her article a collection of errors in logic that could 
be used for schoolboy exercises. For Rosa Luxemburg’s 
tirade is sheer nonsense and a mockery of the historically 
concrete presentation of the question. 

If one interprets the Marxist programme in Marxist 
fashion, not in a childish way, one will without difficulty 
grasp the fact that it refers to bourgeois-democratic nation- 
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al movements. That being the case, it is “obvious” that 
this programme “sweepingly”, and as a “mere platitude”, 
etc., covers all instances of bourgeois-democratic national 
movements. No less obvious to Rosa Luxemburg, if she 
gave the slightest thought to it, is the conclusion that our 
programme refers only to cases where such a movement is 
actually in existence. 

Had she given thought to these obvious considerations, 
Rosa Luxemburg would have easily perceived what nonsense 
she was talking. In accusing us of uttering a “platitude” 
she has used against us the argument that no mention is 
made of the right to self-determination in the programmes 
of countries where there are no bourgeois-democratic na- 
tional movements: A remarkably clever argument! 

A comparison of the political and economic development 
of various countries, as well as of their Marxist programmes, 
is of tremendous importance from the standpoint of 
Marxism, for there can be no doubt that all modern states 
are of a common capitalist nature and are therefore subject 
to a common law of development. But such a comparison 
must be drawn in a sensible way. The elementary condition 
for comparison is to find out whether the historical periods 
of development of the countries concerned are at all com- 
parable. For instance, only absolute ignoramuses (such as 
Prince Y. Trubetskoi in Russkaya MysF 3 ) arc capable of 
“comparing” the Russian Marxists’ agrarian programme 
with the programmes of Western Europe, since our pro- 
gramme replies to questions that concern the bourgeois- 
democratic agrarian reform, whereas in the Western coun- 
tries no such question arises. 

The same applies to the national question. In most 
Western countries it was settled long ago. It is ridiculous 
to seek an answer to non-existent questions in the pro- 
grammes of Western Europe. In this respect Rosa Luxem- 
burg has lost sight of the most important thing — the 
difference between countries where bourgeois-democratic 
reforms have long been completed, and those where they 
have not. 

The crux of the matter lies in this difference. Rosa 
Luxemburg’s complete disregard of it transforms her ver- 
bose article into a collection of empty and meaningless 
platitudes. 
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The epoch of bourgeois-democratic revolutions in West- 
ern, continental Europe embraces a fairly definite period, 
approximately between 1789 and 1871. This was precisely 
the period of national movements and the creation of na- 
tional states. When this period drew to a close, Western 
Europe had been transformed into a settled system of 
bourgeois states, which, as a general rule, were nationally 
uniform states. Therefore, to seek the right to self-determi- 
nation in the programmes of West-European socialists at 
this lime of day is to betray one’s ignorance of the ABC 
of Marxism. 

In Eastern Europe and Asia the period of bourgeois- 
democratic revolutions did not begin until 1905. The revo- 
lutions in Russia, Persia, Turkey and China, the Balkan 
wars 44 — such is the chain of world events of our period in 
our Orient . And only a blind man could fail to see in 
this chain of events the awakening of a whole series of 
bourgeois-democratic national movements which strive to 
create nationally independent and nationally uniform states. 
It is precisely and solely because Russia and the neigh- 
bouring countries are passing through this period that we 
must have a clause in our programme on the right of nations 
to self-determination. 



7. THE RESOLUTION OF THE LONDON 
INTERNATIONAL CONGRESS, 1896 

This resolution reads: 

“This Congress declares that it stands for the full right of all na- 
tions to self-determination [Selbstbestimmungsrecht] and expresses its 
sympathy for the workers of every country now suffering under the 
yoke of military, national or other absolutism. This Congress calls 
upon the workers of all these countries to join the ranks of the class- 
conscious [Klasscnbewusste— those who understand their class inter- 
ests] workers of the whole world in order jointly to fight for the 
defeat of international capitalism and for the achievement of the aims 
of international iSocial-Democracy.” 11- 



See the official German report of the London Congress: Vcrhand- 
lutujen und Beschlusse des internationalen sozialislischen Arbeiter- 
l ™t n WC 'kschafts-Kongre sses zu London, vorn 27. Juli bis 1. Auqusl 
lbJb, Berlin 1896, S.18. A Russian pamphlet has been published con- 
taining the decisions of international congresses in which the word 
self-determination” is wrongly translated as “autonomy”. 
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As we have already pointed out, our opportunists — 
Semkovsky, Liebman and Yurkcvich — are simply unaware 
of this resolution. But Rosa Luxemburg knows it and quotes 
the full text, which contains the same expression as that 
contained in our programme, viz., “self-determination". 

How does Rosa Luxemburg remove this obstacle from 
the path of her “original” theory? 

Oh, quite simply . . . the whole emphasis lies in the second 
part of the resolution . . . its declarative character . . . one 
can refer to it only by mistake! 

The feebleness and utter confusion of our author are 
simply amazing. Usually it is only the opportunists who 
talk about the consistent democratic and socialist points in 
the programme being mere declarations, and cravenly avoid 
an open debate on them. It is apparently not without rea- 
son that Rosa Luxemburg has this time found herself in 
the deplorable company of the Semkovskys, Liebmans and 
Yurkeviches. Rosa Luxemburg does not venture to stale 
openly whether she regards the above resolution as correct 
or erroneous. She shifts and shuffles as if counting on the 
inattentive or ill-informed reader, who forgets the first part 
of the resolution by the time he has started reading the 
second, or who has never heard of the discussion that look 
place in the socialist press prior to the London Congress. 

Rosa Luxemburg is greatly mistaken, however, if she 
imagines that, in the sight of the class-conscious workers 
of Russia, she can get away with trampling upon the reso- 
lution of the International on such an important funda- 
mental issue, without even deigning to analyse it critically. 

Rosa Luxemburg’s point of view was voiced during the 
discussions which took place prior to the London Congress, 
mainly in the columns of Die Neue Zeit , organ of the 
German Marxists; in essence this point of view was defeated 
in the International ! That is the crux of the matter, which 
the Russian reader must particularly bear in mind. 

The debate turned on the question of Poland’s independ- 
ence. Three points of view were pul forward: 

1. That of the “Fracy”, 45 in whose name Ilaecker spoke. 
They wanted the International to include in its own pro- 
gramme a demand for the independence of Poland. The 
motion was not carried and this point of view was de- 
feated in the International. 
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2. Rosa Luxemburg’s point of view, viz., the Polish 
socialists should not demand independence for Poland. This 
point of view entirely precluded the proclamation of the 
right of nations to self-determination. It was likewise 
defeated in the International. 

3. The point of view which was elaborated at the time 
by K. Kautsky, who opposed Rosa Luxemburg and proved 
that her materialism was extremely “one-sided”; according 
to Kautsky, the International could not at the time make 
the independence of Poland a point in its programme; but 
the Polish socialists were fully entitled to put forward such 
a demand. From the socialists’ point of view it was undoubt- 
edly a mistake to ignore the tasks of national liberation in 
a situation where national oppression existed. 

The International’s resolution reproduces the most essen- 
tial and fundamental propositions in this point of view: on 
the one hand, the absolutely direct, unequivocal recogni- 
tion of the full right of all nations to self-determination; 
on the other hand, the equally unambiguous appeal to the 
workers for international unity in their class struggle. 

We think that this resolution is absolutely correct, and 
that, to the countries of Eastern Europe and Asia at the 
beginning of the twentieth century, it is this resolution, 
with both its parts being taken as an integral whole, that 
gives the only correct lead to the proletarian class policy 
in the national question. 

Let us deal with the three above-mentioned viewpoints 
in somewhat greater detail. 

As is known, Karl Marx and Frederick Engels considered 
it the bounden duty of the whole of West-European de- 
mocracy, and still more of Social-Democracy, to give active 
support to the demand for Polish independence. For the 
period of the 1840s and 1860s, the period of the bourgeois 
revolutions in Austria and Germany, and the period of the 
“Peasant Reform” in Russia, 46 this point of view was quite 
correct and the only one that was consistently democratic 
and proletarian. So long as the masses of the people in 
Russia and in most of the Slav countries were still sunk 
in torpor, so long as there were no independent, mass, 
democratic movements in those countries, the liberation 
movement of the gentry in Poland assumed an immense 
and paramount importance from the point of view, not 
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only of Russian, not only of Slav, but of European democ- 
racy, as a whole* 



But while Marx’s standpoint was quite correct for the 
forties, fifties and sixties or for the third quarter of the 
nineteenth century, it has ceased to be correct by the 
twentieth century. Independent democratic movements, and 
even an independent proletarian movement, have arisen in 
most Slav countries, even in Russia, one of the most back- 
ward Slav countries. Aristocratic Poland has disappeared, 
yielding place to capitalist Poland. Under such circum- 
stances Poland could not but lose her exceptional revolu- 
tionary importance. 

The attempt of the P.S.P. (the Polish Socialist Party, 
the present day “Fracy”) in 1896 to “establish” for all time 
the point of view Marx had held in a different epoch was 
an attempt to use the letter of Marxism against the spirit 
of Marxism. The Polish Social-Democrats were therefore 
quite right in attacking the extreme nationalism of the 
Polish petty bourgeoisie and pointing out that the national 
question was of secondary importance to Polish workers, 
in creating lor the first time a purely proletarian party in 
Poland and proclaiming the exremely important principle 
that the Polish and the Russian workers must maintain the 
closest alliance in their class struggle. 

But did this mean that at the beginning of the twentieth 
century the International could regard the principle of 
political self-determination of nations, or the right to secede, 
as unnecessary to Eastern Europe and Asia? This would 
have been the height of absurdity, and (theoretically) tan- 
tamount to admitting that the bourgeois-democratic reform 
°f fl lc f urkish, Russian and Chinese slates had been con- 



* 11 w ° uld b . e . a very interesting piece of historical research to 
compare the position of a noble Polish rebel in 1863 with that of the 
all-Russia revolutionary democrat, Chernyshevsky, who (like Marx) 
was able to appreciate the importance of the Polish movement, and 
with that of the Ukrainian petty bourgeois Dragomanov, who appeared 
much later and expressed the views of a peasant, so ignorant and 
sluggish, and so attached to his dung heap, that his legitimate hatred 
of the Polish gentry blinded him to the significance which their 
struggle had for all-Russia democracy. (Cf. Dragomanov, Historical 
I aland and Great- Russian Democracy.) Dragomanov richly deserved 
the fervent kisses which were subsequently bestowed on him by Mr. 
P. R. Struve, who by that time had become a national-liberal. 



98 



stimulated: indeed it would have been tantamount (in 
practice) to opportunism towards absolutism. 

No. At a time when bourgeois-democratic revolutions in 
Eastern Europe and Asia have begun, in this period of the 
awakening and intensification of national movements and 
of the formation of independent proletarian parties, the 
task of these parties with regard to national policy must 
be twofold: recognition of the right of all nations to self- 
determination, since bourgeois democratic reform is not yet 
completed and since working-class democracy consistently, 
seriously and sincerely (and not in a liberal, Kokoshkin 
fashion) fights for equal rights for nations; then, a close, 
unbreakable alliance in the class struggle of the proletar- 
ians of all nations in a given state, throughout all the 
changes in its history, irrespective of any reshaping of the 
frontiers of the individual slates by the bourgeoisie. 

It is this twofold task of the proletariat that the 1896 
resolution of the International formulates. That is the sub- 
stance, the underlying principle, of the resolution adopted 
by the Conference of Russian Marxists held in the summer 
of 1913. Some people profess to see a “contradiction” in 
the fact that while point 4 of this resolution, which recog- 
nises the right to self-determination and secession, seems 
to “concede” the maximum to nationalism (in reality, the 
recognition of the right of all nations to self-determination 
implies the maximum of democracy and the minimum of 
nationalism), point 5 warns the workers against the nation- 
alist slogans of the bourgeoisie of any nation and demands 
the unity and amalgamation of the workers of all nations 
in internationally united proletarian organisations. But 
this is a “contradiction” only for extremely shallow minds, 
which, for instance, cannot grasp why the unity and class 
solidarity of the Swedish and the Norwegian proletariat 
gained when the Swedish workers upheld Norway’s freedom 
to secede and form an independent slate. 
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Signed: V. Ilyin 
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ON TIIE NATIONAL PRIDE OF THE GREAT RUSSIANS 



What a lot of talk, argument and vociferation there is 
nowadays about nationality and the fatherland! Liberal and 
radical cabinet ministers in Britain, a host of “forward- 
looking” journalists in France (who have proved in full 
agreement with their reactionary colleagues), and a swarm 
of official, Cadet and progressive scribblers in Russia 
(including several Narodniks and “Marxists”) — all have 
effusive praise for the liberty and independence of their re- 
spective countries, the grandeur of the principle of national 
independence. Here one cannot tell where the venal eulog- 
ist of the butcher Nicholas Romanov or of the brutal 
oppressors of Negroes and Indians ends, and where the 
common philistine, who from sheer stupidity or 
spinelessness drifts with the stream, begins. Nor is that 
distinction important. We see before us an extensive and 
very deep ideological trend, whose origins are closely inter- 
woven with the interests of the landowners and the capital- 
ists of the dominant nations. Scores and hundreds of mil- 
lions arc being spent every year for the propaganda of 
ideas advantageous to those classes: it is a pretty big mill- 
race that takes its waters from all sources — from Menshi- 
kov, a chauvinist by conviction, to chauvinists for reason 
of opportunism or spinelessness, such as Plekhanov and 
Maslov, Rubanovich and Smirnov, Kropotkin and Burtsev. 

Let us, Great-Russian Social-Democrats, also try to define 
our attitude to this ideological trend. It would be unseemly 
for us, representatives of a dominant nation in the far east 
of Europe and a goodly part of Asia, to forget the immense 
significance of the national question— especially in a 
country which has been rightly called the “prison of the 
peoples”, and particularly at a time when, in the far east 
of Europe and in Asia, capitalism is awakening to life and 
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self-consciousness a number of “new” nations, large and 
small; at a moment when the tsarist monarchy has called 
up millions of Great Russians and non-Russians, so as to 
“solve” a number of national problems in accordance with 
the interests of the Council of the United Nobility 47 and of 
the Guchkovs, Krcstovnikovs, Dolgorukovs, Kutlers and 
Rodichevs. 

Is a sense of national pride alien to us, Great-Russian 
class-conscious proletarians? Certainly not! We love our 
language and our country, and we arc doing our very 
utmost to raise her toiling masses (i.e., nine-tenths of her 
population) to the level of a democratic and socialist con- 
sciousness. To us it is most painful to sec and feel the out- 
rages, the oppression and the humiliation our fair country 
suffers at the hands of the tsar’s butchers, the nobles and 
the capitalists. We take pride in the resistance to these 
outrages put up from our midst, from the Great Russians; 
in that midst having produced Radishchev, the Decem- 
brists 48 and the revolutionary commoners of the seventies; 
in the Great-Russian working class having created, in 1905, 
a mighty revolutionary party of the masses; and in the 
Great-Russian peasantry having begun to turn towards 
democracy and set about overthrowing the clergy and the 
landed proprietors. 

We remember that Chernyshcvsky, the Great-Russian 
democrat, who dedicated his life to the cause of revolution, 
said half a century ago: “A wretched nation, a nation of 
slaves, from top to bottom — all slaves.” 49 The overt and 
covert Great-Russian slaves (slaves with regard to the 
tsarist monarchy) do not like to recall these words. Yet, in 
our opinion, these were words of genuine love for our 
country, a love distressed by the absence of a revolutionary 
spirit in the masses of the Great-Russian people. There was 
none of that spirit at the time. There is little of it now, but 
it already exists. We are full of national pride because the 
Great-Russian nation, too , has created a revolutionary class, 
because it, too , has proved capable of providing mankind 
with great models of the struggle for freedom and socialism, 
and not only with great pogroms, rows of gallows, dunge- 
ons, great famines and great servility to priests, tsars, land- 
owners and capitalists. 

We arc full of a sense of national pride, and for that very 
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reason we particularly hate our slavish past (when the land- 
ed nobility led the peasants into war to stifle the freedom 
of Hungary, Poland, Persia and China), and our slavish 
present, when these selfsame landed proprietors, aided by 
the capitalists, are leading us into a war in order to throttle 
Poland and the Ukraine, crush the democratic movement in 
Persia and China, and strengthen the gang of Romanovs, 
Bobrinskys and purishkeviches, who are a disgrace to our 
Great-Russian national dignity. Nobody is to be blamed for 
being born a slave; but a slave who not only eschews a 
striving for freedom but justifies and eulogises his slavery 
(e.g., calls the throttling of Poland and the Ukraine, etc., a 
“defence of the fatherland” of the Great Russians) -such a 
slave is a lickspittle and a boor, who arouses a legitimate 
feeling of indignation, contempt, and loathing. 

“No nation can be free if it oppresses other nations,” 50 
said Marx and Engels, the greatest representatives of con- 
sistent nineteenth -century democracy, who became the 
teachers of the revolutionary proletariat. And, full of a 
sense of national pride, we Great-Russian workers want, 
come what may, a free and independent, a democratic, 
republican and proud Great Russia, one that will base its 
relations with its neighbours on the human principle of 
equality, and not on the feudalist principle of privilege, 
which is so degrading to a great nation. Just because we 
want that, we say: it is impossible, in the twentieth century 
and in Europe (even in the far east of Europe), to “defend 
the fatherland” otherwise than by using every revolution- 
ary means to combat the monarchy, the landowners and 
the capitalists of one’s own fatherland, i.e., the worst ene- 
mies of our country. We say that the Great Russians cannot 
“defend the fatherland” otherwise than by desiring the 
defeat of tsarism in any war, this as the lesser evil to nine- 
lenlhs of the inhabitants of Great Russia. For tsarism not 
only oppresses those nine-tenths economically and politi- 
cally, but also demoralises, degrades, dishonours and pros- 
titutes them by teaching them to oppress other nations and 
to cover up this shame with hypocritical and quasi- 
patriotic phrases. 

The objection may he advanced that, besides tsarism and 
under its wing, another historical force has arisen and 
become strong, viz., Great-Russian capitalism, which is 
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carrying on progressive work by economically centralising 
and welding together vast regions. This objection, however, 
does not excuse, but on the contrary still more condemns 
our socialist chauvinists, who should be called tsarist-Pu- 
rishkevich socialists (just as Marx called the Lassalleans 
Royal-Prussian socialists). Let us even assume that history 
will decide in favour of Great-Russian dominant-nation 
capitalism, and against the hundred and one small nations. 
That is not impossible, for the entire history 7 of capital is 
one of violence and plunder, blood and corruption. We do 
not advocate preserving small nations at all costs; other 
conditions being equal, we are decidedly for centralisation 
and are opposed to the petty-bourgeois ideal of federal rela- 
tionships. Even if our assumption were true, however, it 
is, firstly, not our business, or that of democrats (let alone 
of socialists), to help Romanov-Bobrinsky-Purishkevich 
throttle the Ukraine, etc. In his own Junker fashion, Bis- 
marck accomplished a progressive historical task, but he 
would be a fine “Marxist” indeed who, on such grounds, 
thought of justifying socialist support for Bismarck! More- 
over, Bismarck promoted economic development by 7 bring- 
ing together the disunited Germans, who were being op- 
pressed by other nations. The economic prosperity and 
rapid development of Great Russia, however, require that 
the country be liberated from Great-Russian oppression of 
other nations — that is the difference that our admirers of 
the true-Russian would-be Bismarcks overlook. 

Secondly, if history were to decide in favour of Great- 
Russian dominant-nation capitalism, it follows hence that 
the socialist role of the Great-Russian proletariat, as the 
principal driving force of the communist revolution engen- 
dered by capitalism, will be all the greater. The proletarian 
revolution calls for a prolonged education of the workers 
in the spirit of the fullest national equality and brother- 
hood. Consequently, the interests of the Great-Russian pro- 
letariat require that the masses be systematically educated 
to champion — most resolutely, consistently 7 , boldly and in a 
revolutionary manner — complete equality and the right to 
self-determination for all the nations oppressed by the Great 
Russians. The interests of the Great Russians’ national 
pride (understood not in the slavish sense) coincide with 
the socialist interests of the Great Russian (and all other) 
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proletarians. Our model will always be Marx, who, after 
living in Britain for decades and becoming half-English, 
demanded freedom and national independence for Ireland 
in the interests of the socialist movement of the British 
workers. 

In the second hypothetical case we have considered, our 
home-grown socialist-chauvinists, Plekhanov, etc., etc., will 
prove traitors, not only 7 to their own country — a free and 
democratic Great Russia, but also to the proletarian broth- 
erhood of all the nations of Russia, i.e., to the cause of 
socialism. 

Sotsiol-Demokrat No. 35, Collected Works, 

December 12, 1914 Vol. 21, pp. 102-06 



From the Article UNDER A FALSE FLAG 



. . . Let us suppose that two countries are at war in the 
epoch of bourgeois, national liberation movements. Which 
country should we wish success to from the standpoint of 
present-day democracy? Obviously, to that country whose 
success will give a greater impetus to the bourgeoisie’s liber- 
ation movement, make its development more speedy, and 
undermine feudalism the more decisively. Lot us further 
suppose that the determining feature of 'the objective his- 
torical situation has changed, and that the place of capital 
striving for national liberation has been taken by interna- 
tional, reactionary and imperialist finance capital. The for- 
mer country, let us say, possesses three-fourths of Africa, 
whereas the latter possesses one-fourth. A repartition of 
Africa is the objective content of their war. To which side 
should we wish success? It would be absurd to state the 
problem in its previous form, since we do not possess the old 
criteria of appraisal: there is neither a bourgeois liberation 
movement running into decades, nor a long' process of the 
decay of feudalism. It is not the business of present-day 
democracy either to help the former country to assert its 
“right” to three-fourths of Africa, or to help the latter 
country (even if it is developing economically more rapidly 
than the former) to take over those three-fourths. 

Present-day democracy will remain true to itself only if 
it joins neither one nor the other imperialist bourgeoisie, 
only if it says that the two sides are equally bad, and if 
it wishes the defeat of the imperialist bourgeoisie in every 
country. Any other decision will, in reality, be national- 
liberal and have nothing in common with genuine interna- 
tionalism. 

Written not later than Collected Works, 

January 1915 Vol 21, pp. 143-44 

First published in 1917, 
in the first Collection 
of the Priliv Publishers, Moscow 

Signed: N. Konstantinov 
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From THE QUESTION OF PEACE 



I he slogan of seh-delerminalion of nations should also 
be advanced in connection with the imperialist era of capi- 
talism. We do not stand lor the status quo, or for the phi- 
listine Utopia of standing aside in great wars. W 7 e stand for 
a revolutionary struggle against imperialism, i.e., capital- 
ism. Imperialism consists in a striving of nations that op- 
press a number ol other nations to extend and increase that 
oppression and to repartition the colonies. That is why the 
question of self-determination of nations today hinges on 
the conduct of socialists of the oppressor nations. A social- 
ist of any of the oppressor nations (Britain, France, Ger- 
many, Japan, Russia, the United States of America, etc.) 
who does not recognise and does not struggle for the right 
ol oppressed nations to self-determination (i.e., the right 
to secession) is in reality a chauvinist, not a socialist. 

Only this point of view can lead to a sincere and consist- 
ent struggle against imperialism, to a proletarian, not a 
philistine approach (today) to the national question. Only 
this point of view can lead to a consistent application of 
the principle of combating any form of the oppression of 
nations; it removes mistrust among the proletarians of the 
oppressor and oppressed nations, makes for a united inter- 
national struggle for the socialist revolution (i.e., for the 
only accomplishable regime of complete national equal- 
ity), as distinct irom the philistine Utopia of freedom for 
all small states in general, under capitalism. 

This is the point of view adopted by our Parly, i.e., by 
those Social-Democrats of Russia who have rallied around 
the Central Committee. This was the point of view adopted 
by Marx when he taught the proletariat that “no nation 
can be free if it oppresses other nations”. It was from this 
point of view that Marx demanded the separation of Ireland 
from Britain, this in the interests of the freedom move- 
ment, not only of the Irish, but especially of the British 
workers. 

If the socialists of Britain do not recognise and uphold 
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Ireland’s right to secession, if the French do not do the 
same for Italian Nice, the Germans for Alsace-Lorraine, 
Danish Schleswig, and Poland, the Russians for Poland, 
Finland, the Ukraine, etc., and the Poles for the Ukraine- 
if all the socialists of the “Great” Powers, i.e., the great 
robber powers, do not uphold that right in respect of the 
colonies, it is solely because they are in fact imperialists, 
not socialists. It is ridiculous to cherish illusions that people 
who do not light for “the right to self-determination” of the 
oppressed nations, while they themselves belong to the op- 
pressor nations, are capable of practising socialist policies. 

Instead of leaving it to the hypocritical phrase-mongers 
to deceive the people by phrases and promises concerning 
the possibility of a democratic peace, socialists must explain 
to the masses the impossibility of anything resembling a 
democratic peace, unless there are a series of revolutions and 
unless a revolutionary struggle is waged in every country 
against the respective government. Instead of allowing the 
bourgeois politicians Lo deceive the peoples with talk about 
the freedom of nations, socialists must explain to the masses 
in the oppressor nations that they cannot hope for their 
liberation, as long as they help oppress other nations, and 
do not recognise and uphold the right of those nations to 
self-determination, i.e., the freedom to secede. That is the 
socialist, as distinct from the imperialist, policy lo be 
applied to all countries, on the question of peace and the 
national question. True, this line is in most cases incom- 
patible with the laws punishing high treason — but so is the 
Basle resolution , 51 which has been so shamefully betrayed 
by almost all the socialists of the oppressor nations. 

The choice is between socialism and submission to the 
laws of Joffre and Hindenburg, between revolutionary 
struggle and servility to imperialism. There is no middle 
course. The greatest harm is caused to the proletariat by 
the hypocritical (or obtuse) authors of the “middle-course” 
policy. 

Collected Works, 
Vol. 21, pp. 293-94 



Written in July-August 1915 
Signed: Lenin 

First published in 1924 in 
the magazine Proletcirskaya 
Hcvolulsiya No. 5 
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From SOCIALISM AND WAR 







TIIE ATTITUDE 

OF THE R.S.D.L.P. TOWARDS THE WAR 

Chapter I 

TIIE PRINCIPLES OF SOCIALISM 
AND THE WAR OF 1914-15 

THE ATTITUDE OF SOCIALISTS TOWARDS WARS 

Socialists have always condemned wars between nations 
as barbarous and brutal. Our altitude towards war, how- 
ever, is fundamentally different from that of the bourgeois 
pacifists (supporters and advocates of peace) and of the 
anarchists. We differ from the former in that we under- 
stand the inevitable connection between wars and the class 
struggle within a country; we understand that wars cannot 
be abolished unless classes arc abolished and socialism is 
created; we also differ in that we regard civil wars, i.e., 
wars waged by an oppressed class against the oppressor 
class, by slaves against slave-holders, by serfs against land- 
owners, and by wage-workers against the bourgeoisie, as 
fully legitimate, progressive and necessary. We Marxists 
differ from both pacifists and anarchists in that we deem 
it necessary to study each war historically (from the stand- 
point of Marx’s dialectical materialism) and separately. 
There have been in the past numerous wars which, despite 
all the horrors, atrocities, distress and suffering that inev- 
itably accompany all wars, were progressive, i.e.. benefit- 
ed the development of mankind by helping to destroy most 
harmful and reactionary institutions (e.g., an autocracy or 
serfdom) and the most barbarous despotisms in Europe 
(the Turkish and the, Russian). That is why the features 
historically specific to the present war must come up for 
examination. 
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THE HISTORICAL TYPES OF WARS IN MODERN TIMES 

The Great French Revolution ushered in a new epoch in 
the history of mankind. From that time down to the Paris 
Commune, i.e., between 1789 and 1871, one type ot war 
was of a bourgeois-progressive character, waged for nation- 
al liberation. In other words, the overthrow of absolutism 
and feudalism, the undermining of these institutions, and 
the overthrow of alien oppression, formed the chief con- 
tent and historical significance of such wars. These were 
therefore progressive wars; during such wars, all honest 
and revolutionary democrats, as well as all socialists, always 
wished success to that country (i.e., that bourgeoisie) which 
had helped to overthrow or undermine the most baneful 
foundations of feudalism, absolutism and the oppression of 
other nations. For example, the revolutionary wars waged 
by France contained an element of plunder and the con- 
quest of foreign territory by the French, but this does not 
in the least alter the fundamental historical significance of 
those wars, which destroyed and shattered feudalism and 
absolutism in the whole of the old, serf-owning Europe. In 
the Franco-Prussian war, Germany plundered France but 
this does not alter the fundamental historical significance 
of that war, which liberated lens of millions of German 
people from feudal disunity and from the oppression ol two 
despots, the Russian tsar and Napoleon 111. 

THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN WARS OF AGGRESSION 
AND OF DEFENCE 

The period of 1789-1871 left behind it deep marks and 
revolutionary memories. There could be no development of 
the proletarian struggle for socialism prior to the overthrow 
of feudalism, absolutism and alien oppression. When, in 
speaking of the wars of such periods, socialists stressed the 
legitimacy of “defensive” wars, they always had these aims 
in mind, namely revolution against medievalism and serf- 
dom. By a “defensive” war socialists have always under- 
stood a “just” war in this particular sense (Wilhelm 
Liebknccht once expressed himself precisely in this way). 
It is only in this sense that socialists have always regarded 
wars “for the defence of the fatherland”, or “defensive” 
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wars, as legitimate, progressive and just. For example, if 
tomorrow, Morocco were to declare war on France, or 
India on Britain, or Persia or China on Russia, and so on. 
these would be “just”, and “defensive” wars, irrespective of 
who would be the first to attack; any socialist would wish 
the oppressed, dependent and unequal stales victory over 
the oppressor, slave-holding and predatory “Great” Powers. 

But imagine a slave-holder who owns 100 slaves warring 
against another who owns 200 slaves, for a more “just” re- 
distribution of slaves. The use of the term of a “defensive” 
war, or a war “for the defence of the fatherland”, would 
clearly be historically false in such a case and would in 
practice be sheer deception of the common people, Philis- 
tines, and the ignorant, by the astute slave-holders. It is in 
this way that the peoples are being deceived with “nation- 
al” ideology and the term of “defence of the fatherland”, 
by the present-day imperialist bourgeoisie, in the war now 
being waged between slave-holders with the purpose of con- 
solidating slavery. 



THE WAR OF TODAY IS AN IMPERIALIST WAR 



It is almost universally admitted that this war is an im- 
perialist war. In most cases, however, this term is distorted, 
or applied to one side, or else a loophole is left for the as- 
sertion that this war may, after all, be bourgeois-progres- 
sive, and of significance to the national liberation move- 
ment. Imperialism is the highest stage in the development 
of capitalism, reached only in the twentieth century. Capi- 
talism now finds that the old national states, without whose 
formation it could not have overthrown feudalism, are too 
cramped for it. Capitalism has developed concentration to 
such a degree that entire branches of industry are controlled 
by syndicates, trusts and associations of capitalist mul- 
timillionaires and almost the entire globe has been divided 
up among the “lords of capital” either in the form of col- 
onies, or by entangling other countries in thousands of 
threads of financial exploitation. Free trade and competi- 
tion have been superseded by a striving towards monopo- 
lies, the seizure of territory for the investment of capital 
and as sources of raw materials, and so on. From the liber- 
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dalism, capitalism in its imperialist stage has turned into 
the greatest oppressor ol nations. Formerly progressive, 
capitalism has become reactionary ; it has developed the 
forces of production to such a degree that mankind is 
faced with the alternative of adopting socialism or of 
experiencing years and even decades of armed struggle 
between the “Great” Powers for the artificial preservation 
of capitalism by means of colonies, monopolies, privileges 
and national oppression of every kind. 

A WAR BETWEEN THE BIGGEST SLAVE-HOLDERS FOR 
THE MAINTENANCE AND CONSOLIDATION OF SLAVERY 

To make the significance of imperialism clear, we will 
quote precise figures showing the partition of the world 
among the so-called “Great” Powers (i.e., those successful 
in great plunder). 

Hence it will be seen that, since 1870, most of the na- 
tions which were foremost fighters for freedom in 1789-1871 
have, on the basis of a highly developed and “over-mature” 
capitalism, become oppressors and enslavers of most of the 
population and the nations of the globe. From 1876 to 1914, 
six “Great” Powers grabbed 25 million square kilometres, 
i.e., an area two and a half times that of Europe! Six Pow- 
ers have enslaved 523 million people in the colonies. For 
every four inhabitants in the “Great” Powers there are 
five in “their” colonies. It is common knowledge that colo- 
nies are conquered with fire and sword, that the popula- 
tion of the colonies are brutally treated, and that they are 
exploited in a thousand ways (by exporting capital, through 
concessions, etc., cheating in the sale of goods, submis- 
sion to the authorities of the “ruling” nation, and so on and 
so forth). The Anglo-French bourgeoisie are deceiving the 
people when they say that they are waging a war for the 
freedom of nations and ol Belgium; in fact they are waging 
a war for the purpose of retaining the colonies they have 
grabbed and robbed. The German imperialists would free 
Belgium, etc., at once if the British and French would agree 
to “fairly” share their colonies with them. A feature of the 
situation is that in this war the fate of the colonies is being 
decided by a war on the Continent. From the standpoint of 
bourgeois justice and national freedom (or the right of na- 
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Partition of the World Among the “Great” Slave-holding Powers 
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millions millions millions millions 



Britain 22.5 251.9 33.5 393.5 0.3 46.5 33.8 440.0 

Russia 17.0 15.917.4 33.2 5.4 136.2 22.8 169.4 

France 0.9 6.010.6 55.5 0.5 39.6 11.1 95.1 

Germany .... — — 2.9 12.3 0.5 64.9 3.4 77.2 

Japan — — 0.3 19.2 0.4 53.0 0.7 72.2 

United States of 

America ....-— — 0.3 9.7 9.4 97.0 9.7 106.7 



Total fur the six 

“Great" Powers 40.4 273.8 65.0 523.4 16.5 437.2 81.5 960.6 



Colonies belonging 
to other than 
“Great” Powers 
(Belgium, Hol- 
land and other 

states) 

Three “semi-colo- 
nial” countries 
(Turkey, China 
and Persia) . . 



9.9 45.3 9.9 45.3 

14.5 361.2 



Total 105.9 1,367.1 

Other states and countries 28.0 289.9 

Entire globe (exclusive of Arctic and Antarctic re- 
gions) 

Grand Total ’.!!!!!!!! 133.9 1,657.0 



lions to existence), Germany might be considered absolutely 
in the right as against Britain and France, for she has been 
done out” ol colonies, her enemies are oppressing an 
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immeasurably far larger number of nations than she is, and 
the Slavs that arc being oppressed by her ally, Austria, 
undoubtedly enjoy far more freedom than those of tsarist 
Russia, that veritable “prison of nations”. Germany, how- 
ever, is fighting, not for the liberation of nations, but for 
their oppression. It is not the business of socialists to help 
the younger and stronger robber (Germany) to plunder the 
older and overgorged robbers. Socialists must take advantage 
of the struggle between the robbers to overthrow all of them. 
To be able to do this, socialists must first of all tell the peo- 
ple the truth, namely, that this war is, in three respects, a 
war between slave-holders with the aim of consolidating 
slavery. This is a war, firstly, to increase the enslavement 
of the colonies by means of a “more ecpiitable” distribu- 
tion and subsequent more concerted exploitation of them; 
secondly, to increase the oppression of other nations with- 
in the “Great” Powers, since both Austria and Russia 
(Russia in greater degree and with results far worse than 
Austria) maintain their rule only by such oppression, in- 
tensifying it by means of war; and thirdly, to increase and 
prolong wage slavery, since the proletariat is split up and 
suppressed, while the capitalists are the gainers, making for- 
tunes out of the war, fanning national prejudices and inten- 
sifying reaction, which has raised its head in all countries, 
even in the freest and most republican. 

“WAR IS THE CONTINUATION OF POLITICS BY OTHER” 
(I.E.: VIOLENT) “MEANS” 

This famous dictum was uttered by Clausewitz, one of 
the profoundest writers on the problems of war. Marxists 
have always rightly regarded this thesis as the theoretical 
basis of views on the significance of any war. It was from 
this viewpoint that Marx and Engels always regarded the 
various wars. 

Apply this view to the present war. You will see that 
for decades, for almost half a century, the governments and 
the ruling classes of Britain and France, Germany and Italy, 
Austria and Russia have pursued a policy of plundering 
colonies, oppressing other nations, and suppressing the 
working-class movement. It is this, and only this, policy 
that is being continued in the present war. In particular, the 
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policy of both Austria and Russia, in peacetime as well as 
in wartime, is a policy of enslaving nations, not of liberat- 
ing them. In China, Persia, India and other dependent 
countries, on the contrary, we have seen during the past de- 
cades a policy of rousing tens and hundreds of millions of 
people to a national life, of their liberation from the reac- 
tionary “Great” Powers’ oppression. A war waged on such 
a historical basis can even today be a bourgeois-progressive 
war of national liberation. 

If the present war is regarded as a continuation of the 
politics of the “Great” Powers and of the principal classes 
within them, a glance will immediately reveal the glaring 
anti-historicity, falseness and hypocrisy of the view that 
the “defence-of-the-fatherland” idea can be justified in the 
present war. 

THE CASE OF BELGIUM 

The favourite plea of the social-chauvinists of the Triple 
(now Quadruple) Entente (in Russia, Plekhanov and Co.) is 
the case of Belgium. This instance, however, speaks against 
them. The German imperialists have brazenly violated the 
neutrality of Belgium, as belligerent states have done always 
and everywhere, trampling upon all treaties and obligations 
if necessary. Let us suppose that all states interested in the 
observance of international treaties should declare war on 
Germany with the demand that Belgium be liberated and 
indemnified. In that case, the sympathies of socialists would, 
of course, be with Germany’s enemies. But the whole point 
is that the Triple (and Quadruple) Entente is waging war, 
not over Belgium: this is common knowledge and only 
hypocrites will disguise the fact. Britain is grabbing at 
Germany’s colonies and Turkey; Russia is grabbing at 
Galicia and Turkey, France wants Alsace-Lorraine and even 
the left bank of the Rhine; a treaty has been concluded 
with Italy for the division of the spoils (Albania and Asia 
Minor) ; bargaining is going on with Bulgaria and Rumania, 
also for the division of the spoils. In the present war waged 
by the governments of today, it is impossible to help 
Belgium otherwise than by helping to throttle Austria or 
Turkey, etc.! Where does “defence of the fatherland” come 
in here? Herein lies the specific feature of imperialist war, 
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a war between reactionary-bourgeois and historically 
outmoded governments, waged for the purpose of oppress- 
ing other nations. Whoever justifies participation in the 
present war is perpetuating the imperialist oppression of 
nations. Whoever advocates taking advantage of the present 
embarrassments of the governments so as to fight for the 
social revolution is championing the real freedom of really 
all nations, which is possible only under socialism. 

Written in July-August 1915 Collected Works, 

Published in pamphlet form Vo, ‘ 2I * PP< 299 ' 30G 

in August 1915 

by the Sotsial-Demokrat 

Editorial Board in Geneva 



ON THE SLOGAN 

FOR A UNITED STATES OF EUROPE 



In No. 40 of Sotsial-Demokrat we reported that a con- 
ference of our Party’s groups abroad had decided to defer 
the question of the “United States of Europe” slogan pend- 
ing a discussion, in the press, on the economic aspect of 
the matter * 

At our conference the debate on this question assumed 
a purely political character. Perhaps this was partly caused 
by the Central Committee’s Manifesto having formulated 
this slogan as a forthright political one (“the immediate 
political slogan. . as it says there) ; not only did it advance 
the slogan of a republican United States of Europe, but 
expressly emphasised that this slogan is meaningless and 
false “without the revolutionary overhrow of the German, 
Austrian and Russian monarchies”. 

It would be quite wrong to object to such a presentation 
of the question within the limits of a political appraisal of 
this slogan — e.g., to argue that it obscures or weakens, etc., 
the slogan of a socialist revolution. Political changes of a 
truly democratic nature, and especially political revolutions, 
can under no circumstances whatsoever either obscure or 
weaken the slogan of a socialist revolution. On the contra- 
ry, they always bring it closer, extend its basis, and draw 
new sections of the petty bourgeoisie and the semi-proletar- 
ian masses into the socialist struggle. On the other hand, 
political revolutions are inevitable in the course of the 
socialist revolution, which should not be regarded as a 
single act, but as a period of turbulent political and econom- 
ic upheavals, the most intense class struggle, civil war, 
revolutions, and counter-revolutions. 

But while the slogan of a republican United Slates of 
Europe — if accompanied by the revolutionary overthrow 
of the three most reactionary monarchies in Europe, headed 

* See Collected Works, Vol. 21, j>. 158. — I'd- 
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by the Russian — is quite invulnerable as a political slogan, 
there still remains the highly important question of its eco- 
nomic content and significance. From the standpoint of the 
economic conditions of imperialism — i.e., the export of cap- 
ital and the division of the world by the “advanced” and 
“civilised” colonial powers — a United States of Europe, 
under capitalism, is either impossible or reactionary. 

Capital has become international and monopolist. The 
world has been carved up by a handful of Great Powers, 
i.e., powers successful in the great plunder and oppression 
of nations. The four Great Powers of Europe — Britain, 
France, Russia and Germany, with an aggregate population 
of between 250,000,000 and 300,000,000, and an area of 
about 7,000,000 square kilometres- -possess colonies with 
a population of almost 500 million (494,500,000) and an 
area of 64,600,000 square kilometres, i.e.. almost half the 
surface of the globe (133,000,000 square kilometres, exclu- 
sive of Arctic and Antarctic regions). Add to this the three 
Asian states China. Turkey and Persia, now being rent 
piecemeal by thugs that are waging a war of “liberation”, 
namely, Japan, Russia, Britain and France. Those three 
Asian states, which may be called semi-colonies (in reality 




they are now 90 per cent colonies), have a total population 
of 360,000,000 and an area of 14,500,000 square kilometres 
(almost one and a half times the area of all Europe). 

Furthermore, Britain, France and Germany have invest- 
ed capital abroad to the value of no less than 70,000 mil- 
lion rubles. The business of securing “legitimate” profits 
from this tidy sum — these exceed 3,000 million rubles an- 
nually — is carried out by the national committees of the 
millionaires, known as governments, which are equipped 
with armies and navies and which provide the sons and 
brothers of the millionaires with jobs in the colonies and 
semi-colonies as viceroys, consuls, ambassadors, officials of 
all kinds, clergymen, and other leeches. 

That is how the plunder of about a thousand million of 
the earth’s population by a handful of Great Powers is or- 
ganised in the epoch of the highest development of capital- 
ism. No other organisation is possible under capitalism. 
Renounce colonies, “spheres of influence”, and the export 
of capital? To think that it is possible means coming down 
to the level of some snivelling parson who every Sunday 
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preaches to the rich on the lofty principles of Christianity 
and advises them to give the poor, well, if not millions, at 
least several hundred rubles yearly. 

A United States of Europe under capitalism is tantamount 
to an agreement on the partition of colonies. Under capital- 
ism, however, no other basis and no other principle of 
division are possible except force. A multimillionaire can- 
not share the “national income” of a capitalist country with 
anyone otherwise than “in proportion to the capital invest- 
ed” (with a bonus thrown in, so that the biggest capital 
may receive more than its share). Capitalism is private 
ownership of the means of production, and anarchy in pro- 
duction. To advocate a “just” division of income on such a 
basis is sheer Proudhonism, 52 stupid philistinism. No 
division can be effected otherwise than in “proportion to 
strength”, and strength changes with the course of economic 
development. Following 1871, the rate of Germany’s acces- 
sion of strength was three or four times as rapid as that of 
Britain and France, and of Japan about ten times as rapid 
as Russia’s. There is and there can be no other way of 
testing the real might of a capitalist state than by war. War 
does not contradict the fundamentals of private property 
—on the contrary, it is a direct and inevitable outcome of 
those fundamentals. Under capitalism the smooth eco- 
nomic growth of individual enterprises or individual states 
is impossible. Under capitalism, there are no other means 
of restoring the periodically disturbed equilibrium than 
crises in industry and wars in politics. 

Of course, temporary agreements are possible between 
capitalists and between states. In this sense a United States 
of Europe is possible as an agreement between the 
European capitalists . . . but to what end? Only for the 
purpose of jointly suppressing socialism in Europe, of 
jointly protecting colonial booty against Japan and Amer- 
ica, who have been badly done out of their share by the 
present partition of colonies, and the increase of whose 
might during the last fifty years has been immeasurably 
more rapid than that of backward and monarchist Europe, 
now turning senile. Compared with the United States of 
America, Europe as a whole denotes economic stagnation. 
On the present economic basis, i.e., under capitalism, a 
United States of Europe would signify an organisation of 
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reaction to retard America’s more rapid development. The 
times when the cause of democracy and socialism was 
associated only with Europe alone have gone for ever. 

A United States of the World (not of Europe alone) is 
the state form of the unification and freedom of nations 
which we associate with socialism — until the time when 
the complete victory of communism brings about the total 
disappearance of the state, including the democratic. As a 
separate slogan, however, the slogan of a United States of 
the World would hardly be a correct one, first, because it 
merges with socialism; second, because it may be wrongly 
interpreted to mean that the victory of socialism in a single 
country is impossible, and it may also create misconcep- 
tions as to the relations of such a country to the others. 

Uneven economic and political development is an abso- 
lute law of capitalism. Hence, the victory of socialism is 
possible first in several or even in one capitalist country 
alone. After expropriating the capitalists and organising 
their own socialist production, the victorious proletariat 
of that country will arise against the rest of the world — 
the capitalist world — attracting to its cause the oppressed 
classes of other countries, stirring uprisings in those 
countries against the capitalists, and in case of need using 
even armed force against the exploiting classes and their 
slates. The political form of a society wherein the prole- 
tariat is victorious in overthrowing the bourgeoisie will be 
a democratic republic, which will more and more con- 
centrate the forces of the proletariat of a given nation or 
nations, in the struggle against states that have not yet 
gone over to socialism. The abolition of classes is impos- 
sible without a dictatorship of the oppressed class, of the 
proletariat. A free union of nations in socialism is impos- 
sible without a more or less prolonged and stubborn strug- 
gle of the socialist republics against the backward states. 

It is for these reasons and after repeated discussions at 
the conference of K.S.D.L.P. groups abroad, and following 
that conference, that the Central Organ’s editors 53 have 
come to the conclusion that the slogan for a United States 
of Europe is an erroneous one. 

Sotsiat-Demokrat No. 44, Collected Works, 

August 23, 1915 Vol. 21, pp. 339-43 
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From THE REVOLUTIONARY PROLETARIAT 
AND THE RIGHT OF NATIONS 
TO SELF-DETERMINATION 

Like most programmes or tactical resolutions of the 
Social-Democratic parties, the Zimmerwald Manifesto 54 
proclaims the “right of nations to self-determination”. In 
Nos. 252 and 253 of Berner Tagwacht 55 Parabcllum has 
called “illusory” “the struggle for the non-existent right to 
self-determination”, and has contraposed to it “the prole- 
tariat’s revolutionary mass struggle against capitalism”, 
while at the same time assuring us that “we are against 
annexations” (an assurance is repeated five limes in Para- 
bellum’s article), and against all violence against nations. 

The arguments advanced by Parabcllum in support of 
his position boil down to an assertion that today all 
national problems, like those of Alsace-Lorraine, Armenia, 
etc., arc problems of imperialism; that capital has outgrown 
the framework of national states; that it is impossible to 
turn the clock of history back to the obsolete ideal of 
national states, etc. 

Let us see whether Parabellum’s reasoning is correct. 

First of all, it is Parabellum who is looking backward, 
not forward, when, in opposing working-class acceptance 
“of the ideal of the national state”, he looks towards 
Britain, France, Italy, Germany, i.e., countries where the 
movement for national liberation is a thing of the past, 
and not towards the East, towards Asia, Africa, and the 
colonies, where this movement is a thing of the present 
and the future. Mention of India, China, Persia, and Egypt 
will be sufficient. 

Furthermore, imperialism means that capital has out- 
grown the framework of national states; it means that 
national oppression has been extended and heightened on 
a new historical foundation. Hence, it follows that, despite 
Parabellum, we must link the revolutionary struggle for 
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socialism with a revolutionary programme on the national 
question. 

From what Parabellum says, it appears that, in the name 
of the socialist revolution, he scornfully rejects a consistent- 
ly revolutionary programme in the sphere of democracy. He 
is wrong to do so. The proletariat cannot be victorious 
except through democracy, i.e., by giving full effect to 
democracy and by linking with each step of its struggle 
democratic demands formulated in the most resolute terms. 
It is absurd to contrapose the socialist revolution and the 
revolutionary struggle against capitalism to a single prob- 
lem of democracy, in this case, the national question. We 
must combine the revolutionary struggle against capitalism 
with a revolutionary programme and tactics on all 
democratic demands: a republic, a militia, the popular 
election of officials, equal rights for women, the .self-deter- 
mination of nations, etc. While capitalism exists, these 
demands — all of them — can only be accomplished as an 
exception, and even then in an incomplete and distorted 
form. Basing ourselves on the democracy already achieved, 
and exposing its incompleteness under capitalism, we 
demand the overthrow of capitalism, the expropriation of 
the bourgeoisie, as a necessary basis both for the abolition 
of the poverty ol' the masses and for the complete and all- 
round institution of all democratic reforms. Some of these 
reforms will be started before the overthrow of the bour- 
geoisie, others in the course of that overthrow, and still 
others after it. The social revolution is not a single battle, 
but a period covering a series of battles over all sorts of 
problems of economic and democratic reform, which are 
consummated only by the expropriation of the bourgeoisie. 
It is for the sake of this final aim that we must formulate 
every one of our democratic demands in a consistently rev- 
olutionary way. It is quite conceivable that the workers of 
some particular country will overthrow the bourgeoisie 
before even a single fundamental democratic reform has 
been fully achieved. It is, however, quite inconceivable that 
the proletariat, as a historical class, will be able to defeat 
the bourgeoisie, unless it is prepared for that by being 
educated in the spirit of the most consistent and resolutely 
revolutionary democracy. 

Imperialism means the progressively mounting oppres- 
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sion of the nations of the world by a handful of Great 
Powers; it means a period of wars between the latter to 
extend and consolidate the oppression of nations; it means 
a period in which the masses of the people are deceived by 
hypocritical social-patriots, i.e., individuals who, under the 
pretext of the “freedom of nations”, “the right of nations 
to self-determination”, and “defence of the fatherland”, 
justify and defend the oppression of the majority of the 
world’s nations by the Great Powers. 

That is why the focal point in the Social-Democratic 
programme must be that division of nations into oppressor 
and oppressed which forms the essence of imperialism, and 
is deceitfully evaded by the social-chauvinists and Kautsky. 
This division is not significant from the angle of bourgeois 
pacifism or the philistine Utopia of peaceful competition 
among independent nations under capitalism, but it is most 
significant from the angle of the revolutionary struggle 
against imperialism. It is from this division that our defi- 
nition of the “right of nations to self-determination” must 
follow, a definition that is consistently democratic, revolu- 
tionary, and in accord with the general task of the 
immediate struggle for socialism. It is for that right, and 
in a struggle to achieve sincere recognition for it, that the 
Social-Democrats of the oppressor nations must demand 
that the oppressed nations should have the right of se- 
cession, for otherwise recognition of equal rights for 
nations and of international working-class solidarity 
would in fact be merely empty phrase-mongering, sheer 
hypocrisy. On the other hand, the Social-Democrats of the 
oppressed nations must attach prime significance to the 
unity and the merging of the workers of the oppressed 
nations with those of the oppressor nations; otherwise 
these Social-Democrats will involuntarily become the 
allies of their own national bourgeoisie, which always 
betrays the interests of the people and of democracy, and 
is always ready, in its turn, to annex territory and oppress 
other nations. 

The way in which the national question was posed at 
the end of the sixties of the past century may serve as an 
instructive example. The petty-bourgeois democrats, to 
whom any thought of the class struggle and of the 
socialist revolution was wholly alien, pictured to them- 
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selves a Utopia of peaceful competition among free and 
equal nations, under capitalism. In examining the 
immediate tasks of the social revolution, the Proudhon 
ists totally “negated” the national question and the right 
of nations to self-determination. Marx ridiculed French 
Proudhonism and showed the affinity between it and 
French chauvinism. (“All Europe must and will sit quietly 
on their hindquarters until the gentlemen in France abolish 
‘poverty’. ... By the negation of nationalities they appeared, 
quite unconsciously, to understand their absorption by the 
model French nation.”) Marx demanded the separation of 
Ireland from Britain “although after the separation there 
may come federation”, demanding it, not from the stand- 
point of the petty-bourgeois Utopia of a peaceful capitalism, 
or from considerations of “justice for Ireland”, but from 
the standpoint of the interests of the revolutionary struggle 
of the proletariat of the oppressor, i.e., British, nation 
against capitalism. The freedom of that nation has been 
cramped and mutilated by the fact that it has oppressed 
another nation. The British proletariat’s internationalism 
would remain a hypocritical phrase if they did not demand 
the separation of Ireland. Never in favour of petty states, 
or the splitting up of states in general, or the principle of 
federation, Marx considered the separation of an oppressed 
nation to be a step towards federation, and consequently, 
not towards a split, but towards concentration, both polit- 
ical and economic, but concentration on the basis of 
democracy. 56 As Parabellum sees it, Marx was probably 
waging an “illusory struggle” in demanding separation for 
Ireland. Actually, however, this demand alone presented 
a consistently revolutionary programme; it alone was in 
accord with internationalism; it alone advocated concen- 
tration along non-imperialist lines. 

The imperialism of our days has led to a situation in 
which the Great-Power oppression of nations has become 
general. The view that a struggle must be conducted 
against the social-chauvinism of the dominant nations, who 
are now engaged in an imperialist war to enhance the 
oppression of nations, and are oppressing most of the 
world’s nations and most of the earth’s population — this 
view must be decisive, cardinal and basic in the national 
programme of Social-Democracy. 
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Take a glance at the present trends in Social-Democratic 
thinking on this subject. The petty-bourgeois Utopians, 
who dreamt of equality and peace among nations under 
capitalism, have been succeeded by the social-imperialists. 
In combating the former, Parabellum is tilting at wind- 
mills, thereby unwittingly playing in the hands of the 
social-imperialists. What is the social-chauvinists’ pro- 
gramme on the national question? 

They either entirely deny the right to self-determina- 
tion, using arguments like those advanced by Parabellum 
(Cunow, Parvus, the Russian opportunists Semkovsky, 
Liebman, and others), or they recognise that right in a 
patently hypocritical fashion, namely, without applying it 
to those very nations that are oppressed by their own nation 
or by her military allies (Plckhanov, Hyndman, all the pro- 
French patriots, then Scheidemann, etc., etc.). The most 
plausible formulation of the social-chauvinist lie, one that 
is therefore most dangerous to the proletariat, is provided 
by Kautsky. In word, he is in favour of the self-determina- 
tion of nations; in word, he is for the Social-Democratic 
Party “die Selbstandigkeit der Nationen allseitiy (!] 
und nickhaltlos (?) achtet und fordert ”* [Die Neue Zeit No. 
33, II, S. 241, May 21, 1915). In deed, however, he has 
adapted the national programme to the prevailing social- 
chauvinism, distorted and docked it; he gives no precise 
definition of the duties of the socialists in the oppressor 
nations, and patently falsifies the democratic principle 
itsell when lie says that to demand “state independence” 
[staatliche Selbstandigkeit) for every nation would mean 
demanding “too much” (“ zu vieV\ Die Neue Zeit No. 33, 
II, S. 77, April 16, 1915). “National autonomy”, if you please, 
is enough! The principal question, the one the impe- 
rialist bourgeoisie will not permit discussion of, namely, 
the question of the boundaries of a state, that is built upon 
the oppression of nations, is evaded by Kautsky, who, to 
please that bourgeoisie, has thrown out of the programme 
what is most essential. The bourgeoisie are ready to 
promise all the “national equality” and “national autonomy” 
you please, so long as the proletariat remain within the 



“comprehensively (!) and unreservedly (?) respecting and 
demanding the independence of nations”.— Ed. 
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framework of legality and '‘peacefully” submit to them on 
the question of the state boundaries ! Kautsky has formu- 
lated the national programme of Social-Democracy in a 
reformist, not a revolutionary manner. 

Parabellum’s national programme, or, to be more precise, 
his assurances that “we are against annexations”, has the 
wholehearted backing of the “ Parteivor stand Kautsky, 
Plekhanov and Co., for the very reason that the programme 
does not expose the dominant social-patriots. Bourgeois 
pacifists would also endorse that programme. Parabellum’s 
splendid general programme (“a revolutionary mass strug- 
gle against capitalism”) serves him— as it did the Proud- 
honists of the sixties— not for the drawing up, in conform- 
ity with it and in its spirit, of a programme on the 
national question thal is uncompromising and equally revo- 
lutionary, but in order to leave the way open to the social- 
patriots. In our imperialist times most socialists throughout 
the world are members of nations that oppress other nations 
and strive to extend that oppression. That is why our 
“struggle against annexations” will be meaningless and will 
not scare the social-patriots in the least, unless we declare 
that a socialist of an oppressor nation who does not con- 
duct both peacetime and wartime propaganda in favour 
of freedom of secession for oppressed nations, is no social- 
ist and no internationalist, but a chauvinist! The socialist 



of an oppressor nation who fails to conduct such propa- 
ganda in defiance of government bans, i.e., in the free, i.e., 
in the illegal press, is a hypocritical advocate of equal rights 



for nations! 



Written in German Collected Works, 

not earlier than Vol. 21, pp. 407-12 

October 16 (29), 1915 

First published in 1927 
in Lenin Miscellany VI 

Signed: N. Lenin 



The Executive of the German Social-Democratic Party. Ed. 




From THE SOCIALIST 
REVOLUTION AND THE RIGHT 
OF NATIONS TO SELF-DETERMINATION 

6. THREE TYPES OF COUNTRIES WITH RESPECT 
TO THE SELF-DETERMINATION OF NATIONS 

In this respect, countries must be divided into three main 
types. 

First, the advanced capitalist countries of Western Eu- 
rope and the United Stales. In these countries progressive 
bourgeois national movements came to an end long ago. 
Every one of these “great” nations oppresses other nations 
both in the colonies and at home. The tasks of the proletar- 
iat of these ruling nations are the same as those of the 
proletariat in England in the nineteenth century in relation 
to Ireland* 

Secondly, Eastern Europe: Austria, the Balkans and par- 
ticularly Russia. Here it was the twentieth century that parti- 
cularly developed the bourgeois-democratic national move- 
ments and intensified the national struggle. The tasks of 

* In some small slates which have kepi oul of the war of 1914- 
16 — Holland and Switzerland, for example — the bourgeoisie makes 
extensive use of the “self-determination of nations” slogan to justify 
participation in the imperialist war. This is a motive inducing the 
Social-Democrats in such countries to repudiate self-determination. 
Wrong arguments are being used to defend a correct proletarian policy, 
the repudiation of “defence of the fatherland” in an imperialist war. 
This results in a distortion of Marxism in theory, and in practice 
leads to a peculiar small-nation narrow-mindedness, neglect of the 
hundreds of millions of people in nations that are enslaved by the 
“dominant” nations. Comrade Gorier, in his excellent pamphlet 
Imperialism, War and Social-Democracy, wrongly rejects the principle 
of self-determination of nations, but correctly applies it, when he 
demands the immediate granting of “political and national independ- 

I ence” to the Dutch Indies and exposes the Dutch opportunists who 
refuse to put forward Ibis demand and to fight for it. 
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the proletariat in these countries, both in completing their 
bourgeois-democratic reforms and rendering assistance to 
the socialist revolution in other countries, cannot be carried 
out without championing the right of nations to self-deter- 
mination. The most difficult and most important task in 
this is to unite the class struggle of the workers of the oppres- 
sor nations with that of the workers of the oppressed 
nations. 

Thirdly, the semi colonial countries, such as China, 
Persia and Turkey, and all the colonies, which have a 
combined population of 1,000 million. In these countries the 
bourgeois-democratic movements either have hardly begun, 
or have still a long way to go. Socialists must not only de- 
mand the unconditional and immediate liberation of the 
colonies without compensation — and this demand in its 
political expression signifies nothing else than the recogni- 
tion of the right to self-determination; they must also render 
determined support to the more revolutionary elements in 
the bourgeois-democratic movements for national liberation 
in these countries and assist their uprising — or revolu- 
tionary war, in the event of one — against the imperialist 
powers that oppressed them. 

Written January-February 1916 Collected Works, 

Published in April 1910 in VoL 22 ‘ PP ‘ ,50 ' 52 

the magazine V or bote No. 2 

Published in Russian in October 
1916 in Sburnik Sotsial-Demokrata 
No. 1 







From INITIAL VARIANT 
OF R.S.D.L.P. C.C. PROPOSALS 
TO THE SECOND SOCIALIST CONFERENCE * 7 



10. The central point of the prevailing hypocrisy about 
a “peace programme” is the alleged^ unanimous accept- 
ance of struggle against old and new annexations. But 
those who talk about annexations and the struggle against 
them arc unable, or for the most part unwilling, to think 
about the meaning of annexation. It is clear that not every 
attachment of “foreign” territory can be called annexation, 
since socialists, generally speaking, are in favour of elimi- 
nating frontiers between nations, the coming together 
and integration of nations, and the formation of larger 
states. It is clear that not every infringement of the status 
quo can be considered annexation: this would be a most 
reactionary attitude, and a mockery of the fundamental 
conceptions of historical science. It is clear that not every 
attachment by force, that is, war, can be considered annexa- 
tion, since socialists cannot object to force if it is applied 
in the interests of the mass of the population and the 
interests of mankind’s progress. It is clear that only the 
attachment of territory against the will of its population 
can and must be deemed annexation. In other words, the 



concept of annexation is organically bound up with the 
concept of self-determination of nations. 

11. It is precisely on the basis of the present war, 
because of the fact that it is imperialist on the part of both 
groups of warring “Great” Powers, that there was bound to 
develop, and actually did develop, the phenomenon of the 
bourgeoisie and social-chauvinists intensively “ fighting ” 
against “annexations”, if they have been carried out, or 
arc being carried out, by an enemy state. Siidekum and his 
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Kautsky, are silent about the annexations carried out by 
Germany in respect of Alsace-Lorraine, Denmark, Poland, 
etc., but very often “fight against annexations” carried out 
by Russia in respect of Finland, Poland, Ukraine, the 
Caucasus, etc., by Britain in respect of India, and so forth. 
On the other side, the British, French, Italian and Russian 
Siidekums, i.e., Hyndman, Guesde, Vandcrvelde, Renaudel, 
Treves, Plekhanov, Axelrod, Chkheidze and Co., are silent 
about Britain’s annexations in respect of India, France’s 
in respect of Nice or Morocco, Italy’s in respect ol Tripoli 
or Albania, Russia’s in respect of Poland, Ukraine, etc., but 
then largely “tight against annexations” carried out by 
Germany. 

It is clear that such “struggle against annexations” on 
the part of the social-chauvinists and Kautskyites is hypo- 
critical through and through, and the bourgeoisie is assist- 
ing such struggle directly, by allocating millions upon 
millions for chauvinist propaganda, and indirectly, by 
granting a monopoly of legality only to the social-chauvi- 
nists and the Kautskyites. 

It is clear that both the French “socialists” who justify 
a war for Alsace-Lorraine, and the German “socialists" 
who refuse to demand freedom for Alsace-Lorraine to 
secede from Germany, are equally annexationists, for all 
their swearing to the contrary, it is clear that Russian 
“socialists” who speak or write against the “break-up of 
Russia”, or, behind the “peace without annexations” 
slogan, justify, directly or indirectly, the present war over 
who is to enslave Poland, are just as much annexationists, 
and so on and so forth. 

12. If socialists are not to transform “the struggle 
against annexations” into an empty phrase or into revolt- 
ing hypocrisy, they should, first, explain to the masses the 
need for revolutionary struggle for the conquest of polit- 
ical power by the proletariat and a socialist revolution 
which springs from all the conditions of the imperialist 
epoch and the present imperialist war. and which alone 
can firmly and everywhere ensure the self-determination 
of nations, i.e., liberate oppressed nations and effect the 
coming together and integration of nations, not on the 
basis of force but on the basis of the equal rights and 
consent of the proletariat and working people of all nations; 

132 



secondly , immediately mount the widest propaganda and 
agitation against the veiled chauvinism and annexationism 
of the official socialist parties, especially in the “Great” 
Powers. Socialists should explain to the masses that the 
English socialist who does not struggle now for freedom of 
secession for Ireland, India, etc., is a socialist and inter- 
nationalist only in words, and a chauvinist and annexationist 
in practice. The same applies to the French socialist who 
does not fight for the freedom of the French colonies, 
against the war to annex Alsace-Lorraine, etc..; the German 
socialist who does not fight for freedom of secession for 
Alsace-Lorraine, the Danes, the Poles, the Belgians, the 
Serbs and others; the Russian socialist who does not fight 
for freedom of secession for Ukraine, Finland, etc., and 
against war over Poland; the Italian socialist who does not 
tight for freedom of secession for Tripoli, Albania, etc.; the 
Dutch socialist who does not fight for freedom of secession 
and independence for the Dutch East Indies; the Polish 
socialist who does not fight for full freedom and equality 
for the Jews and the Ukrainians oppressed by ttie Poles, 
and so on. 

Written in late February Collected Works, 

and March 1916 ' Vol. 36, pp. 381-83 

First published in Pravda No. 265, 

November 0-7, 1927 







From GERMAN 

AND NON-GERMAN CHAUVINISM 

The German chauvinists (who include Parvus, the pub- 
lisher of a little magazine, called Die Glocke, among 
whose contributors are Lcnsch, Haenisch, Grunwald and 
all the rest of the crew of “socialist” lackeys of the German 
imperialist bourgeoisie) speak at great length and very 
eagerly, for example, about independence for the peoples 
oppressed by Britain. It is not only the social-chauvinists 
of Germany, i.e., socialists in words and chauvinists in 
deeds, but the whole bourgeois press of Germany that is 
trumpeting with all its might about the shameful, brutal 
and reactionary, etc., fashion in which Britain rules her 
colonies. The German newspapers write about the libera- 
tion movement in India with great gusto, malicious glee, 
delight and rapture. 

It is easy to see why the German bourgeoisie is full of 
malicious joy: it hopes to improve its military position by 
fanning the discontent and the anti-British movement in 
India. These hopes are silly, of course, because it is simply 
impossible seriously to entertain the idea of influencing the 
life of a multi-million people, and a very peculiar people at 
that, from outside, from afar, in a foreign language, par- 
ticularly when the influence is not systematic, but casual, 
only for the duration of the war. Rather than the desire 
to influence India the efforts of the German imperialist 
bourgeoisie are more of an attempt at self-consolation, 
more of a desire to fool the German people and to divert 
their attention from home to foreign parts. 

But this general, theoretical question automatically 
arises: What is at the root of the falsehood of such argu- 
ments; how can the hypocrisy of the German imperialists 
be exposed with unerring certainty? The correct theoret- 
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ical answer pointing to the root of falsehood always serves 
as a means of exposing the hypocrites who, for reasons all 
too obvious, are inclined to cover up their falsehood, to 
obscure it, to clothe it in flowery phrases, all sorts of 
phrases, phrases about everything in the world, even about 
internationalism. Even the Lensches, Siidekums and 
Scheidemanns, all these agents of the German bourgeoisie, 
who, unfortunately, belong to the so-called “Social-Dem- 
ocratic” Party of Germany, insist that they are interna- 
tionalists. Men must not be judged by their words, how- 
ever, but by their deeds. This' is a home truth. Will anyone 
in Russia judge Polresov, Levitsky, Bulkin and Co. by 
their words? Of course not. 

The falsehood of the German chauvinists has its roots 
in their shouting their sympathy for the independence of 
the peoples oppressed by Britain, their enemy in the war, 
and modestly, sometimes much too modestly, keeping 
silent about the independence of the peoples oppressed by 
their own nation. 



Voprosy Stralchooaniija 
No. 5 (54), 

May 31, 1916 



Collected Works, 
Vol. 22, pp. 182-84 



From IMPERIALISM, THE HIGHEST STAGE 
OF CAPITALISM 




VI. DIVISION OF THE WORLD AMONG THE GREAT 
POWERS 

In his book, on “the territorial development of the Eu- 
ropean colonies”, A. Supan* the geographer, gives the 
following brief summary of this development at the end 
of the nineteenth century: 

Percentage of Territory Belonging to the European 
Colonial Powers (Including the United States) 



Africa . 

Polynesia 
Asia . . 

Australia 
America 

The characteristic feature of this period,” he concludes, 
“is, therefore, the division of Africa and Polynesia.” As 
there are no unoccupied territories— that is, territories that 
do not belong to any state — in Asia and America, it is 
necessary to amplify Supan’s conclusion and say that the 
characteristic feature of the period under review is the 
final partitioning of the globe— final, not in the sense that 
repartition is impossible; on the contrary, repartitions are 
possible and inevitable — but in the sense that the colonial 
policy of the capitalist countries has completed the seizure 
of the unoccupied territories on our planet. For the first 
time the world is completely divided up, so that in the 
future only redivision is possible, i.e., territories can only 
pass from one “owner” to another, instead of passing as 
ownerless territory to an “owner”. 

A. Supan, Die territoriale Entwicklung der europaischen Kolo- 
nien, 1906, S. 251. 



1876 1900 

10.8 90.4 

56.8 98.9 

51.5 56.6 

100.0 100.0 

27.5 27.2 



Increase or 
decrease 

+79.6 

+42.1 

+_5-l 

— 0.3 
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Hence, we are liv ing in a peculiar epoch of world colonial 
policy, which is most closely connected with the “latest 
stage in the development of capitalism”, with finance 
capital. For this reason, it is essential first of all to deal 
in greater detail with the facts, in order to ascertain as 
exactly as possible what distinguishes this epoch from 
those preceding it, and what the present situation is. In the 
first place, two questions of fact arise here: is an intensifi- 
cation of colonial policy, a sharpening of the struggle for 
colonies, observed precisely in the epoch of finance capital? 
And how, in this respect, is the world divided at the present 
lime? 

The American writer, Morris, in his book on the history 
of colonisation,* made an attempt to sum up the data on 
the colonial possessions of Great Britain, France and 
Germany during different periods of the nineteenth 
century. The following is a brief summary of the results 
he has obtained: 



Colonial Possessions 

Great Britain France Germany 



Year 


Area 


Pop. 


Area 


Pop. 


Area 


Pop. 


(000,000 
scr. miles) 


(000,000) 


(000,000 
sq -miles) 


(000,000) 


(000,000 
sq .miles) 


(000,000) 


1815-1830 


? 


126.4 


0.02 


0.5 






1860 


2.5 


145.1 


0.2 


3.4 








1880 


7.7 


267.9 


0.7 


7.5 


. 





1899 


9.3 


309.0 


3.7 


56.4 


1.0 


14.7 



For Great Britain, the period of the enormous expansion 
of colonial conquests was that between 1860 and 1880, 
and it was also very considerable in the last twenty years 
of the nineteenth century. For France and Germany this 
period falls precisely in these twenty years. We saw above 
that the development of pre-monopoly capitalism, of capi- 
talism in which free competition was predominant, reached 
its limit in the 1860s and 1870s. We now see that it is 
precisely after that period that the tremendous “boom” in 
colonial conquests begins, and that the struggle for the 
territorial division of the world becomes extraordinarily 

* Henry C. Morris, The History of Colonisation, New York, 1900. 
Vol. II, p. 88; Vol. I, p. 419; Vol. II, p. 304. 
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sharp. It is beyond doubt, therefore, that capitalism’s 
transition to the stage of monopoly capitalism, to finance 
capital, is connected with the intensification of the struggle 
for the partitioning of the world. 

Hobson, in his work on imperialism, marks the years 
1884-1900 as the epoch of intensified “expansion” of the 
chief European states. According to his estimate, Great 
Britain during these years acquired 3,700,000 square miles 
of territory with 57,000,000 inhabitants; France, 3,600,000 
square miles with 36,500,000; Germany, 1,000,000 square 
miles with 14,700,000; Belgium, 900,000 square miles with 
30,000,000; Portugal, 800,000 square miles with 9,000,000 
inhabitants. The scramble for colonies by all the capitalist 
states at the end of the nineteenth century and particularly 
since the 1880s is a commonly known fact in the history of 
diplomacy and of foreign policy. 

In the most flourishing period of free competition in 
Great Britain, i.e., between 1840 and 1860, the leading 
British bourgeois politicians were opposed to colonial 
policy and were of the opinion that the liberation of the 
colonies, their complete separation from Britain, was inevi- 
table and desirable. M. Beer, in an article, “Modern British 
Imperialism” ,* published in 1898, shows that in 1852. 
Disraeli, a statesman who was generally inclined towards 
imperialism, declared: “The colonies are millstones round 
our necks.” But at the end of the nineteenth century the 
British heroes of the hour were Cecil Rhodes and Joseph 
Chamberlain, who openly advocated imperialism and 
applied the imperialist policy in the most cynical manner! 

It is not without interest to observe that even then these 
leading British bourgeois politicians saw the connection 
between what might be called the purely economic and 
the socio-political roots of modern imperialism. Chamber- 
lain advocated imperialism as a “true, wise and economical 
policy”, and pointed particularly to the German, American 
and Belgian competition which Great Britain was encoun- 
tering in the world market. Salvation lies in monopoly, said 
the capitalists as they formed cartels, syndicates and trusts. 
Salvation lies in monopoly, echoed the political leaders 
of the bourgeoisie, hastening to appropriate the parts of 



* Die Neue Zeit , XVI, I, 1898, S. 302. 
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the world not yet shared out. And Cecil Rhodes, 
we are informed by his intimate friend, the journalist 
Stead, expressed his imperialist views to him in 1895 in the 
following terms: “I was in the East End of London [a 
working-class quarter] yesterday and attended a meeting of 
the unemployed. I listened to the wild speeches, which 
were just a cry for ‘bread! bread!’ and on my way home I 
pondered over the scene and I became more than ever 
convinced of the importance of imperialism My cher- 

ished idea is a solution for the social problem, i.e., in order 
to save Lhe 40,000,000 inhabitants of the United Kingdom 
from a bloody civil war, we colonial statesmen must acquire 
new lands to settle the surplus population, to provide new 
markets for the goods produced in the factories and mines. 
The Empire, as I have always said, is a bread and butter 
question. If you want to avoid civil war, you must become 
imperialists.”* 

That was said in 1895 by Cecil Rhodes, millionaire, a 
king of finance, the man who was mainly responsible for 
the Anglo-Boer War. True, his defence of imperialism is 
crude and cynical, but in substance it does not differ from 
the “theory” advocated by Messrs. Maslov, Sudekum, 
Potresov, David, the founder of Russian Marxism 58 and 
others. Cecil Rhodes was a somewhat more honest social- 
chauvinist. . . . 

To present as precise a picture as possible of the territo- 
rial division of the world and of the changes which have 
occurred during the last decades in this respect, I shall 
utilise the data furnished by Supan in the work already- 
quoted on the colonial possessions of all the powers of the 
world. Supan takes the years 1876 and 1900; I shall lake 
the year 1876 — a year very aptly selected, for it is precisely 
by that lime that the pre-monopolist stage of development 
of West-European capitalism can be said to have been, in 
the main, completed — and the year 1914, and instead of 
Supan’s figures I shall quote the more recent statistics of 
Hubner’s Geographical and Statistical Tables. Supan gives 
figures only for colonies; I think it useful, in order to pre- 
sent a complete picture of the division of the world, to 
add brief data on non-colonial and semi-colonial countries, 



* Ibid., S. 304. 
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in which category I place Persia, China and Turkey: the 
first of these countries is already almost completely a 
colony, the second and third are becoming such. 

We thus get the following result: 



Colonial Possessions of the Great Powers 
(000,000 square kilometres and 000,000 inhabitants) 







Colonics 




Metropolitan 

countries 


Total 




1876 


1914 


1914 


1914 




3 

E- 
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p. 

o 

0, 


es 

u 

<1 


d. 

o 

CM 


CC 

£ 
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Cl 

O 

Q, 


a 

<1 


Cl 
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Great Britain . . 


22.5 


251 .9 


33.5 


393.5 


0.3 


46.5 


33.8 


440.0 


Russia 


17.0 


15.9 


17.4 


33.2 


5.4 


136.2 


22.8 


169.4 


Franco . . . 


0.9 


6.0 


10.6 


55.5 


0.5 


39.0 


11.1 


95.1 1 


Germany . . 


— 


— 


2.9 


12.3 


0.5 


64.9 


3.4 


77.2 


United States . . 


— 


— 


0.3 


9.7 


9.4 


97.0 


9.7 


106.7 


Japan . . 


— 


— 


0.3 


19.2 


0.4 


53.0 


0.7 


72.2 


Total for 0 
Great Powers . . 


40.4 


273.8 


65.0 


523.4 


16.5 


437.2 j 


81.5 


960.6 



Colonics of other powers (Belgium, Holland, etc.) . 9.9 45.3 

Semi-colonial countries (Persia, China, Turkey) . . 14.5 361.2 

Other countries 28.0 289.9 



Colonics of other powers (Belgium, Holland, etc.) . 9.9 45.3 

Semi-colonial countries (Persia, China, Turkey) . . 14.5 361.2 

Other countries 28.0 289.9 



Total for the world 1 33 . 9 1 , 657.0 



We clearly see from these figures how “complete” was 
the partition of the world at the turn of the twentieth 
century. After 1876 colonial possessions increased to enor- 
mous dimensions, by more than fifty per cent, from 
40,000,000 to 65,000,000 square kilometres for the six 
biggest powers; the increase amounts to 25,000,000 square 
kilometres, fifty per cent more than the area of the metro- 
politan countries (16,500,000 square kilometres). Tn 1876 
three powers had no colonies, and a fourth, France, 
had scarcely any. By 1914 these four powers had acquired 
colonies with an area of 14,100,000 square kilometres, i.e., 
about half as much again as the area of Europe, with a 
population of nearly 100.000,000. The unevenness in the 
rate ol expansion of colonial possessions is very great. If, 
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tor instance, we compare France, Germany and Japan, 
which do not differ very much in area and population, we 
see that the first has acquired almost three times as much 
colonial territory as the other two combined. In regard to 
finance capital, France, at the beginning of the period we 
are considering, was also, perhaps, several times richer 
than Germany and Japan put together. In addition to, and 
on the basis of, purely economic conditions, geographical 
and other conditions also affect the dimensions of colonial 
possessions. However strong the process of levelling the 
world, of levelling the economic and living conditions in 
different countries, may have been in the past decades as 
a result ol the pressure of large-scale industry, exchange 
and finance capital, considerable differences still remain; 
and among the six countries mentioned we see, firstly, 
young capitalist countries (America, Germany, Japan) 
whose progress has been extraordinarily rapid; secondly, 
countries with an old capitalist development (France and 
Great Rritain), whose progress lately has been much slower 
than that of the previously mentioned countries, and 
thirdly, a country most backward economically (Russia), 
where modern capitalist imperialism is enmeshed, so to 
speak, in a particularly close network of pre-capitalist 
relations. 

Alongside the colonial possessions of the Great Powers, 
we have placed the small colonies of the small states, 
which are, so to speak, the nexL objects of a possible and 
probable “redivision” of colonies. These small states mostly 
retain their colonies only because the big powers are torn 
by conflicting interests, friction, etc., which prevent them 
from coming to an agreement on the division of the spoils. 
As to the “semi-colonial” states, they provide an example 
of the transitional forms which are to be found in all 
spheres of nature and society. Finance capital is such a 
great, such a decisive, you might say, force in all economic 
and in all international relations, that it is capable of sub- 
jecting, and actually does subject, to itself even states 
enjoying the fullest political independence; we shall shortly 
see examples of this. Of course, finance capital finds most 
“convenient”, and derives the greatest profit from, a form 
of subjection which involves the loss of the political inde- 
pendence of the subjected countries and peoples. Tn this 
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respect, the semi-colonial countries provide a typical 
example of the “middle stage”. II is natural that the strug- 
gle for these semi-dependent countries should have become 
particularly bitter in the epoch of finance capital, when the 
rest of the world has already been divided up. 

Colonial policy and imperialism existed before the latest 
stage of capitalism, and even before capitalism. Rome, 
founded on slavery, pursued a colonial policy and practised 
imperialism. But “general” disquisitions on imperialism, 
which ignore, or put into the background, the fundamental 
difference between socio-economic formations, inevitably 
turn into the most vapid banality or bragging, like the 
comparison: “Greater Rome and Greater Britain.’ Even 
the capitalist colonial policy of previous stages of capitalism 
is essentially different from the colonial policy of finance 
capital. 

The principal feature of the latest stage of capitalism is 
the domination of monopolist associations of big employers. 
These monopolies are most firmly established when oil the 
sources of raw materials are captured by one group, and 
we have seen with what zeal the international capitalist 
associations exert every effort to deprive their rivals oi all 
opportunity of competing, to buy up, for example, iron- 
fields, oilfields, etc. Colonial possession alone gives the 
monopolies complete guarantee against all contingencies in 
the struggle against competitors, including the case of the 
adversary wanting to be protected by a law establishing 
a state monopoly. The more capitalism is developed, the 
more strongly the shortage of raw materials is felt, the 
more intense the competition and the hunt for sources of 
raw materials throughout the whole world, the more des- 
perate the struggle for the acquisition of colonies. 

“It may be asserted,” writes Schilder, “although it may 
sound paradoxical to some, that in the more or less fore- 
seeable future the growth of the urban and industrial 
population is more likely to be hindered by a shortage of 
raw materials for industry than by a shortage of food.” 
For example, there is a growing shortage of timber— the 
price of which is steadily rising— of leather, and of raw 



* C. I’. Lucas, Greater Rome and Greater Britain, Oxford, 1912, or 
Hie Earl of Cromer’s Ancient and Modern Imperialism, London, 1910. 
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materials for the textile industry. “Associations of manu- 
facturers are making efforts to create an equilibrium be- 
tween agriculture and industry in the whole of world 
economy; as an example of this we might mention the 
International Federation of Cotton Spinners’ Associations 
in several of the most important industrial countries, 
founded in 1904, and the European Federation of Flax 
Spinners’ Associations, founded on the same model in 
1910”* 

Of course, the bourgeois reformists, and among them 
particularly the present-day adherents of Kautsky, try to 
belittle the importance of facts of this kind by arguing that 
raw materials “could be” obtained in the open market 
without a “costly and dangerous” colonial policy; and that 
the supply of raw materials “could be” increased enor- 
mously by “simply” improving conditions in agriculture in 
general. But such arguments become an apology for im- 
perialism, an attempt to paint it in bright colours, because 
they ignore the principal feature of the latest stage of 
capitalism: monopolies. The free market is becoming more 
and more a thing of the past; monopolist syndicates and 
trusts are restricting it with every passing day, and 
“simply” improving conditions in agriculture means im- 
proving the conditions of the masses, raising wages and 
reducing profits. Where, except in the imagination of senti- 
mental reformists, are there any trusts capable of concern- 
ing themselves with the condition of the masses instead of 
the conquest of colonies? 

Finance capital is interested not only in the already 
discovered sources of raw materials but also in potential 
sources, because present-day technical development is ex- 
tremely rapid, and land which is useless today may be im 
proved tomorrow if new methods are devised (to this end 
a big bank can equip a special expedition of engineers, 
agricultural experts, etc.), and if large amounts of capital 
arc invested. This also applies to prospecting for minerals, 
to new methods of processing up and utilising raw materi- 
als, etc., etc. Hence the inevitable striving of finance 
capital to enlarge its spheres of influence and even its 



* Siegmund Schilder, Entwicklungstendenzen dor Weltwirtschaft, 
Berlin, 1912, Band I, S. 38-42. 
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actual territory. In the same way that the trusts capital 
their property at two or three times its value, taking n 
account its “potential” (and not actual) profits and ii 
further results of monopoly, so finance capital in genei 
strives to seize the largest possible amount of land of p 
kinds in all places, and by every means, taking into accoinn 
potential sources of raw materials and fearing to be leti 
behind in the fierce struggle for the last remnants of in- 
dependent territory, or for the repartition of those territo- 
ries that have been already divided. 

The British capitalists are exerting every effort to de- 
velop cotton growing in their colony, Egypt (in 1904, out 
of 2,300,000 hectares of land under cultivation, 600,000, or 
more than one-fourth were under cotton) ; the Russians are 
doing the same in their colony, Turkestan, because in this 
way they will be in a better position to defeat their foreign 
competitors, to monopolise the sources of raw materials 
and form a more economical and profitable textile trust in 
which all the processes of cotton production and manu- 
facturing will be “combined” and concentrated in the 
hands of one set of owners. 

The interests pursued in exporting capital also give an 
impetus to the conquest of colonies, for in the colonial 
market it is easier to employ monopoly methods (and 
sometimes they are the only methods that can be em- 
ployed) to eliminate competition, to ensure supplies, to 
secure the necessary “connections”, etc. 

The non-economic superstructure which grows up on the 
basis of finance capital, its politics and its ideology, stimu- 
lates the striving for colonial conquest. “Finance capital 
does not want liberty, it wants domination,” as Hilferding 
very truly says. And a French bourgeois writer, developing 
and supplementing, as it were, the ideas of Cecil Rhodes 
quoted above,"' writes that social causes should be added to 
the economic causes of modern colonial policy: “Owing to 
the growing complexities of life and the difficulties which 
weigh not only on the masses of the workers, but also on 
the middle classes, ‘impatience, irritation and hatred are 
accumulating in all the countries of the old civilisation and 
arc becoming a menace to public order; the energy which 

* See p. 139 of this book. — Ed. 
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'»eing hurled out of the definite class channel must be 
n employment abroad in order to avert an explosion 

.lome’.”* 

Since we are speaking of colonial policy in the epoch of 
oitalist imperialism, it must be observed that finance 
pital and its foreign policy, which is the struggle of the 
reat powers for Lhe economic and political division of the 
world, give rise to a number of transitional forms of state 
dependence. Not only are the two main groups of coun- 
tries, those owning colonies, and the colonies themselves, 
but also the diverse forms of dependent countries which, 
politically, are formally independent, but in fact, are en- 
meshed in the net of financial and diplomatic dependence, 
typical of this epoch. We have already referred to one 
form of dependence — the semi-colony. An example of 
another is provided by Argentina. 

“South America, and especially Argentina,” writes 
Schulze-Gaevernitz in his work on British imperialism, “is 
so dependent financially on London that it ought to be 
described as almost a British commercial colony.”** Bas- 
ing himself on the reports of the Austro-Hungarian Consul 
at Buenos Aires for 1909, Schilder estimated the amount 
of British capital invested in Argentina at 8,750 million 
francs. It is not difficult to imagine what strong connec- 
tions British finance capital (and its faithful “friend”, 
diplomacy) thereby acquires with the Argentine bourgeoi- 
sie, with the circles that control the whole of that country’s 
economic and political life. 

A somewhat different form of financial and diplomatic 
dependence, accompanied by political independence, is 
presented by Portugal. Portugal is an independent sover- 
eign stale, but actually, for more than two hundred years, 
since the war of the Spanish Succession (1701-14), it has 
been a British protectorate. Great Britain has protected 
Portugal and her colonies in order to fortify her own posi- 
tions in the fight against her rivals, Spain and France. In 



* Wahl, La France aax colonies quoted by Henri Russier, Le Par- 
luge dc l’ Oceanic, Paris, 1905, p. 165. 

** Schulze-Gaevernitz, Brilischer Imperialismus und englischer 
Freihandel zu Beginn des 20-ten Jahrhunderls, Leipzig, 190G, S. 318. 
Sartorius v. Waltershausen says the same in Das volkswirtschaftlicfic 
System der Kapitalanlage irn A u stand c, Berlin, 1907, S. 40. 
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return Great Britain has received commercial privileges, 
preferential conditions for importing goods and especially 
capital into Portugal and the Portuguese colonies, the right 
Lo use the ports and islands of Portugal, her telegraph 
cables, etc., etc/ 5. Relations of this kind have always existed 
between big and little states, but in the epoch of capitalist 
imperialism they become a general system, they form part 
ol the sum total of “divide the world” relations and become 
links in the chain of operations of world finance capital. 

In order to finish with the question of the division of the 
world, I must make the following additional observation. 
This question was raised quite openly and definitely not 
only in American literature after the Spanish- American 
War/' 9 and in English literature after the Anglo-Boer War, 
at the very end of the nineteenth century and the begin- 
ning of the twentieth; not only has German literature, which 
has “most jealousty” watched “British imperialism”, sys- 
tematically given its appraisal of this fact. This question 
has also been raised in French bourgeois literature as 
definitely and broadly as is thinkable from the bourgeois 
point of view. Let me quote Driault, the historian, who, in 
his book, Political and Social Problems at the End of the 
N ineteenth Century, in the chapter “The Great Powers and 
the Division of the World”, wrote the following: “During 
the past few years, all the free territory of the globe, with 
the exception of China, has been occupied by the powers 
ot Europe and North America. This has already brought 
about several conflicts and shifts of spheres of influence, 
and these foreshadow more terrible upheavals in the near 
future. For it is necessary lo make haste. The nations which 
have not yet made provision for themselves run the risk 
of never receiving their share and never participating in 
the tremendous exploitation of the globe which will be one 
ol the most essential features of the next century [i.e., the 
twentieth]. That is why all Europe and America have lately 
been afflicted with the fever of colonial expansion, of ‘im- 
perialism’, that most noteworthy feature of the end of the 
nineteenth century.” And the author added: “In this parti- 
tion of the world, in this furious hunt for the treasures and 
the big markets of the globe, the relative strength of the 



* Schilder. op. oil., Vol. I, S. 1 00 -01 . 
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empires founded in this nineteenth century is totally out 
of proportion to the place occupied in Europe by the na- 
tions which founded them. The dominant powers in Eu- 
rope, the arbiters of her destiny, are not equally preponder- 
ant in the whole world. And, as colonial might, the hope 
of controlling as yet unassessed wealth, will evidently react 
upon the relative strength of the European powers, the 
colonial question — ‘imperialism’, if you will — which has 
already modified the political conditions of Europe itself, 
will modify them more and more.”* 



VII. IMPERIALISM, AS A SPECIAL STAGE 
OF CAPITALISM 

We must now try to sum up, to draw together the 
threads of what has been said above on the subject of im- 
perialism. Imperialism emerged as the development and 
direct continuation of the fundamental characteristics of 
capitalism in general. But capitalism only became capitalist 
imperialism at a definite and very high stage of its devel- 
opment, when certain of its fundamental characteristics 
began to change into their opposites, when the features of 
the epoch of transition from capitalism to a higher social 
and economic system had taken shape and revealed them- 
selves in all spheres. Economically, the main thing in this 
process is the displacement of capitalist free competition 
by capitalist monopoly. Free competition is the basic fea- 
ture of capitalism, and of commodity production generally; 
monopoly is the exact opposite of free competition, but we 
have seen the latter being transformed into monopoly 
before our eyes, creating large-scale industry and forcing 
out small industry, replacing large-scale by still larger- 
scale industry, and carrying concentration of production 
and capital to the point where out of it has grown and is 
growing monopoly: cartels, syndicates and trusts, and 
merging with them, the capital of a dozen or so banks, 
which manipulate thousands of millions. At the same time 
the monopolies, which have grown out of free competition, 
do not eliminate the latter, but exist above it and alongside 



* J.-E. Driaull, Probttunes potitiques et sociaux, Paris, 1900, 
p. 299. 
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it, and thereby give rise to a number of very acute, intense 
antagonisms, frictions and conflicts. Monopoly is the tran- 
sition from capitalism to a higher system. 

If it were necessary to give the briefest possible defini- 
tion of imperialism we should have to say that imperial- 
ism is the monopoly stage of capitalism. Such a definition 
would include what is most important, for, on the one 
hand, finance capital is the bank capital of a few very big 
monopolist banks, merged with the capital of the monopo- 
list associations of industrialists; and, on the other hand, 
the division of the world is the transition from a colonial 
policy which has extended without hindrance to territories 
unseized by any capitalist power, to a colonial policy of 
monopolist possession of the territory of the world, which 
has been completely divided up. 

But very brief definitions, although convenient, for they 
sum up the main points, are nevertheless inadequate, since 
we have to deduce from them some especially important 
features of the phenomenon that has to be defined. And 
so, without forgetting the conditional and relative value of 
all definitions in general, which can never embrace all the 
concatenations of a phenomenon in its full development, 
we must give a definition of imperialism that will include 
the following five of its basic features: 

1) the concentration of production and capital has devel- 
oped to such a high stage that it has created monopolies 
which play a decisive role in economic life; 2) the merging 
of bank capital with industrial capital, and the creation, 
on the basis of this of “finance capital”, of a financial oli- 
garchy; 3) the export of capital as distinguished from the 
export of commodities acquires exceptional importance; 

4) the formation of international monopolist capitalist as- 
sociations which share the world among themselves, and 

5) the territorial division of the whole world among the 
biggest capitalist powers is completed. Imperialism is capi- 
talism at that stage of development at which the domi- 
nance of monopolies and finance capital is established; in 
which the export of capital has acquired pronounced im- 
portance; in which the division of the world among the 
international trusts has begun, in which the division of all 
territories of the globe among the biggest capitalist powers 
has been completed. 
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We shall see later that imperialism can and must be 
defined differently if we bear in mind not only the basic, 
purely economic concepts to which the above definition 
is limited — but also the historical place of this stage of 
capitalism in relation to capitalism in general, or the rela- 
tion between imperialism and the two main trends in the 
working-class movement. The thing to be noted at this 
point is that imperialism, as interpreted above, undoubt- 
edly represents a special stage in the development of cap- 
italism. To enable the reader to obtain the most well- 
grounded idea of imperialism, I deliberately tried to quote 
as extensively as possible bourgeois economists who have 
to admit the particularly incontrovertible facts concerning 
the latest stage of capitalist economy. With the same object 
in view, I have quoted detailed statistics which enable one 
to see to what degree bank capital, etc., has grown, in what 
precisely the transformation of quantity into quality, of 
developed capitalism into imperialism, was expressed. 
Needless to say, of course, all boundaries in nature and in 
society are conventional and changeable, and it would be 
absurd to argue, for example, about the particular year or 
decade in which imperialism “definitely” became estab- 
lished. 

In the matter of defining imperialism, however, we have 
to enter into controversy, primarily, with Karl Kautsky, the 
principal Marxist theoretician of the epoch of the so-called 
Second International — that is, of the twenty-five years be- 
tween 1889 and 1914. The fundamental ideas expressed in 
our definition of imperialism were very resolutely attacked 
by Kautsky in 1915, and even in November 1914, when he 
said that imperialism must not be regarded as a “phase” 
or stage of economy, but as a policy, a definite policy “pre- 
ferred” by finance capital; that imperialism must not be 
“identified” with “present-day capitalism”; that if impe- 
rialism is to be understood to mean “all the phenomena of 
present-day capitalism” — cartels, protection, the domina- 
tion of the financiers, and colonial policy — then the ques- 
tion as to whether imperialism is necessary to capitalism 
becomes reduced to the “flattest tautology”, because, in 
that case, “imperialism is naturally a vital necessity for 
capitalism”, and so on. The best way to present Kautsky’s 
idea is to quote his own definition of imperialism, which is 
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diametrically opposed to the substance of the ideas which 
I have set forth (for the objections coming from the camp 
of the German Marxists, who have been advocating similar 
ideas ior many years already, have been long known to 
Kautsky as the objections of a definite trend in Marxism). 

Kautsky’s definition is as follows: 

Imperialism is a product of highly developed industrial 
capitalism. It consists in the striving of every industrial 
capitalist nation to bring under its control or to annex all 
large areas of agrarian [Kaulsky’s italics] territory, irre- 
spective of what nations inhabit it.”* 

This definition is of no use at all because it one-sidedly, 
i.e., arbitrarily, singles out only the national question 
(although the latter is extremely important in itself as well 
as in its relation to imperialism), it arbitrarily and inac- 
curately connects this question only with industrial capital 
in the countries which annex other nations, and in an 
equally arbitrary and inaccurate manner pushes into the 
forefront the annexation of agrarian regions. 

Imperialism is a striving for annexations- this is what 
the political part of Kautsky’s definition amounts to. It is 
correct, but very incomplete, for politically, imperialism 
is, in general, a striving towards violence and reaction. For 
the moment, however, we are interested in the economic 
aspect of the question, which Kautsky himself introduced 
into his definition. The inaccuracies in Kautsky’s definition 
are glaring. The characteristic feature of imperialism is not 
industrial but finance capital. It is not an accident that in 
France it was precisely the extraordinarily rapid develop- 
ment of finance capital, and the weakening of industrial 
capital, that from the eighties onwards, gave rise to the 
extreme intensification of annexationist (colonial) policy. 
The characteristic feature of imperialism is precisely that it 
strives to annex not only agrarian territories, but even most 
highly industrialised regions (German appetite for Belgium; 
French appetite for Lorraine), because (1) the fact that the 
world is already partitioned obliges those contemplating 
a redivision to reach out for every kind of territory, and 
(2) an essential feature of imperialism is the rivalry be- 

* Die Neue Xeit, 1914, 2 (B. 32), S. 909, Sept. I t, 1914; cf. 1915, 2 
S. 1 07 et sccj. 
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tween several great powers in the striving for hegemony, 
i.e., for the conquest of territory, not so much directly for 
themselves as to weaken the adversary and undermine Iiis 
hegemony. (Belgium is particularly important for Germany 
as a base for operations against Britain; Britain needs 
Baghdad as a base for operations against Germany, 
etc.) 

Kautsky refers especially — and repeatedly — to English 
writers who, he alleges, have given a purely political mean- 
ing to the word “imperialism” in the sense that he, Kaut- 
sky, understands it. We take up the work by the English 
writer Hobson, Imperialism, which appeared in 1902, and 
there we read: 

“The new imperialism differs from the older, first, in 
substituting for the ambition of a single growing empire 
the theory and the practice of competing empires, each 
motivated by similar lusts of political aggrandisement and 
commercial gain; secondly, in the dominance of financial 
or investing over mercantile interests.”* 

We see that Kautsky is absolutely wrong in referring to 
English writers generally (unless he meant the vulgar Eng- 
lish imperialists, or the avowed apologists for imperial- 
ism). We sec that Kautsky, while claiming that he con- 
tinues to advocate Marxism, as a matter of fact takes a 
step backward compared with the social-liberal Hobson, 
who more correctly takes into account two “historically 
concrete” (Kautsky’s definition is a mockery of historical 
concreteness!) features of modern imperialism: 1) the com- 
petition between several imperialisms, and 2) the predom- 
inance of the financier over the merchant. If it is chiefly a 
question of the annexation of agrarian countries by in- 
dustrial countries, then the role of the merchant is put in 
the forefront. 

Kautsky’s definition is not only wrong and un-Marxist. 
It serves as a basis for a whole system of views which 
signify a rupture with Marxist theory and Marxist practice 
all along the line. I shall refer to this later. The argument 
about words which Kautsky raises as to whether the latest 
stage of capitalism should be called imperialism or the 
stage of finance capital is not worth serious attention. Call 




* Ilobson, Imperialism , London, 1902, p. 324. 
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il what you will, it makes no difference. The essence of the 
matter is that Kautsky detaches the politics of imperialism 
from its economics, speaks of annexations as being a 
policy “preferred” by finance capital, and opposes to it 
another bourgeois policy which, he alleges, is possible on 
this very same basis of finance capital. It follows, then, 
that monopolies in the economy are compatible with non- 
monopolistic, non-violent, non-annexationist methods in 
politics. It follows, then, that the territorial division of the 
world, which was completed during this very epoch of 
finance capital, and which constitutes the basis of the 
present peculiar forms of rivalry between the biggest cap- 
italist states, is compatible with a non-imperialist policy. 
The result is a slurring- over and a blunting of the most 
profound contradictions of the latest stage of capitalism, 
instead of an exposure of their depth; the result is bour- 
geois reformism instead of Marxism. 

Kautsky enters into controversy with the German apol- 
ogist of imperialism and annexations, Ounow, who clumsily 
and cynically argues that imperialism is present-day cap- 
italism; the development of capitalism is inevitable and 
progressive; therefore imperialism is progressive; there- 
fore, we should grovel before it and glorify it! This is 
something like the caricature of the Russian Marxists 
which the Narodniks drew in 1894-95. They argued: if the 
Marxists believe that capitalism is inevitable in Russia, that 
it is progressive, then they ought to open a tavern and 
begin to implant capitalism! Kautsky’s reply to Cunow is 
as follows: imperialism is not present-day capitalism; il is 
only one of the forms of the policy of present-day capital- 
ism. This policy we can and should fight, fight imperial- 
ism, annexations, etc. 

The reply seems quite plausible, but in effect it is a more 
subtle and more disguised (and therefore more dangerous) 
advocacy of conciliation with imperialism, because a 
“fight” against the policy of the trusts and banks that does 
not affect the economic basis of the trusts and banks is 
mere bourgeois reformism and pacifism, the benevolent 
and innocent expression of pious wishes. Evasion of exist- 
ing contradictions, forgetting the most important of them, 
instead of revealing their full depth — such is Kautsky’s 
theory, which has nothing in common with Marxism. 
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Naturally, such a “theory” can only serve the purpose of 
advocating unity with the Cunows! 

“From the purely economic point of view,” writes Kaut- 
sky, “it is not impossible that capitalism will yet go through 
a new phase, that of the extension of the policy of the 
cartels to foreign policy, the phase of ultra-imperialism,”* 
i.e., of a super-imperialism, of a union of the imperialisms 
of the whole world and not struggles among them, a phase 
when wars shall cease under capitalism, a phase of “the 
joint exploitation of the world by internationally united 
finance capi tal”.** 

We shall have to deal with this “theory of ultra-imperial- 
ism” later on in order to show in detail how decisively and 
completely it breaks with Marxism. At present, in keeping 
with the general plan of the present work, we must 
examine the exact economic data on this question. “From 
the purely economic point of view”, is “ultra-imperialism” 
possible, or is it ultra-nonsense? 

If the purely economic point of view is meant to be a 
“pure” abstraction, then all that can be said reduces itself 
to the following proposition: development is proceeding 
towards monopolies, hence, towards a single world mo- 
nopoly, towards a single world trust. This is indisputable, 
but it is also as completely meaningless as is the statement 
that “development is proceeding” towards the manufacture 
of foodstuffs in laboratories. In this sense the “theory” of 
ultra imperialism is no less absurd than a “theory of ultra- 
agriculture” would be. 

If, however, we are discussing the “purely economic” 
conditions of the epoch of finance capital as a historically 
concrete epoch which began at the turn of the twentieth 
century, then the best reply that one can make to the life- 
less abstractions of “ultra-imperialism” (which serve ex- 
clusively a most reactionary aim: that of diverting atten- 
tion from the depth of existing antagonisms) is to contrast 
them with the concrete economic realities of the present- 
day world economy. Kautsky’s utterly meaningless talk 
about ultra-imperialism encourages, among other things, 



* Die Kent Zeit, 1914, 2 (15. 32), S. 921, Sept. II, 1914. Cf. 1915, 
2, S. 107 et seq. 

** Ibid., 1915, 1, S. 144, April 30, 1915. 
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that profoundly mistaken idea which only brings grist to 
the mill of the apologists of imperialism, i.c., that the rule 
of finance capital lessens the unevenness and contradictions 
inherent in the world economy, whereas in reality it 
increases them. 

R. Calwer, in his little book, An Introduction to the 
World Economy * made an attempt to summarise the 
main, purely economic, data that enable one to obtain a 
concrete picture of the internal relations of the world 
economy at the turn of the twentieth century. He divides 
the world into five “main economic areas”, as follows: 
1) Central Europe (the whole of Europe with the exception 
of Russia and Great Britain); 2) Great Britain; 3) Russia; 
4) Eastern Asia; 5) America; he includes the colonies in 
the “areas” of the states to which they belong and “leaves 
aside” a few countries not distributed according to areas, 
such as Persia, Afghanistan, and Arabia in Asia, Morocco 
and Abyssinia in Africa, etc. 

Here is a brief summary of the economic data he quotes 
on these regions: 
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* R. Calwer, Einfuhrung in die Weltwirtschaft, Berlin, 190G. 

** The figures in parentheses show the area and population of the 
colonies. 
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We see three areas of highly developed capitalism (high 
development of means of transport, of trade and of in- 
dustry): the Central European, the British and the Ameri- 
can areas. Among these are three states which dominate the 
world: Germany, Great Britain, and the United States. Im- 
perialist rivalry and the struggle between these countries 
have become extremely keen because Germany has only 
an insignificant area and few colonies; the creation of 
“Central Europe” is still a matter for the future, it is being 
born in the midst of a desperate struggle. For the moment 
the distinctive feature of the whole of Europe is political 
disunity. In the British and American areas, on the other 
hand, political concentration is very highly developed, but 
there is a vast disparity between the immense colonies of 
the one and the insignificant colonies of the other. In the 
colonies, however, capitalism is only beginning to develop. 
The struggle for South America is becoming more and 
more acute. 

There are two areas where capitalism is little developed: 
Russia and Eastern Asia. In the former, the population is 
extremely sparse, in the latter it is extremely dense; in the 
former political concentration is high, in the latter iL does 
not exist. The partitioning of China is only just beginning, 
and the struggle for it between Japan, the U.S., etc., is 
continually gaining in intensity. 

Compare this reality — the vast diversity of economic and 
political conditions, the extreme disparity in the rale of 
development of the various countries, etc., and the violent 
struggles among the imperialist states — with Kautsky’s 
silly little fable about “peaceful” ultra-imperialism. Is this 
not the reactionary attempt of a frightened philistine to 
hide from stern reality? Are not the international cartels 
which Kaulsky imagines arc the embryos of “ultra-im- 
perialism” (in the same way as one “can” describe the 
manufacture of tablets in a laboratory as ultra-agriculture 
in embryo) an example of the division and the redivision 
of the world, the transition from peaceful division to non- 
peaceful division and vice versa? Is not American and 
other finance capital, which divided the whole world peace- 
fully with Germany’s participation in, for example, the 
international rail syndicate, or in the international mercan- 
tile shipping trust, now engaged in redividing the world on 
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the basis of a new relation of forces that is being changed 
by methods anything but peaceful? 

Finance capital and the trusts do not diminish but in- 
crease the differences in the rale of growth of the various 
parts of the world economy. Once the relation of forces is 
changed, what other solution of the contradictions can be 
found under capitalism than that of force ? Railway statis- 
tics* provide remarkably exact data on the different rates 
of growth of capitalism and finance capital in world econ- 
omy. In the last decades of imperialist development, the 
total length of railways has changed as follows: 
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Thus, the development of railways has been most rapid 
in the colonies and in the independent (and semi-independ- 
ent) states of Asia and America. Here, as we know, the 
finance capital of the four or five biggest capitalist states 
holds undisputed sway. Two hundred thousand kilometres 
of new railways in the colonies and in the other countries 
of Asia and America represent a capital of more than 
40,000 million marks newly invested on particularly ad- 
vantageous terms, with special guarantees of a good return 
and with profitable orders for steel works, etc., etc. 

Capitalism is growing with the greatest rapidity in the 
colonics and in overseas countries. Among the latter, new 



* Statistisches Jahrbuch fur das deal sc he Reich. 1915; Archiv fur 
f'usenhalmwesen, 1892. Minor details for Ihc distribution of railways 
among the colonies of the various countries in 1-890 had to be esti- 
mated approximately. 
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imperialist powers are emerging (e.g., Japan). The struggle 
among the world imperialisms is becoming more acute. 
The tribute levied by finance capital on the most profitable 
colonial and overseas enterprises is increasing. In the 
division of this “booty”, an exceptionally large part goes 
to countries which do not always stand at the top of the 
list in the rapidity of the development of their productive 
forces. In the case of the biggest countries, together with 
their colonies, the total length of railways was as follows: 
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Thus, about 80 per cent of the total existing railways are 
concentrated in the hands of the five biggest powers. But 
the concentration of the ownership of these railways, the 
concentration of finance capital, is immeasurably greater 
since the French and British millionaires, for example, own 
an enormous amount of shares and bonds in American, 
Russian and other railways. 

Thanks to her colonies, Great Britain has increased the 
length of “her” railways by 100,000 kilometres, four times 
as much as Germany. And yet, it is well known that the 
development of productive forces in Germany, and especial- 
ly the development of the coal and iron industries, has 
been incomparably more rapid during this period than in 
Britain — not to speak of France and Russia. In 1892, Ger- 
many produced 4,900,000 tons of pig iron and Great Britain 
produced 6,800,000 tons; in 1912, Germany produced 
17,600,000 tons and Great Britain, 9,000,000 Lons. Germany, 
therefore, had an overwhelming superiority over Britain in 
this respect * The question is: what means other than war 




* Cf. also Edgar Crammond, “The Economic Relations of the 
British and German Empires” in The Journal of the Royal Statistical 
Society. July 1914, p. 777 et seq. 
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could there be under capitalism to overcome the disparity 
between the development of productive forces and the ac- 
cumulation of capital on the one side, and the division of 
colonies and spheres of influence for finance capital on the 
other? 

VIII. PARASITISM AND DECAY OF CAPITALISM 

We now have to examine yet another significant aspect 
of imperialism to which most of the discussions on the 
subject usually attach insufficient importance. One of the 
shortcomings of the Marxist Hilferding is that on this point 
he has taken a step backward compared with the non- 
Marxist Hobson. I refer to parasitism, which is character- 
istic of imperialism. 

As we have seen, the deepest economic foundation of 
imperialism is monopoly. This is capitalist monopoly, i.e., 
monopoly which has grown out of capitalism and which 
exists in the general environment of capitalism, commodity 
production and competition, in permanent and insoluble 
contradiction to this general environment. Nevertheless, 
like all monopoly, it inevitably engenders a tendency to 
stagnation and decay. Since monopoly prices are estab- 
lished, even temporarily, the motive cause of technical and, 
consequently, of all other progress disappears to a certain 
extent and, further, the economic possibility arises of delib- 
erately retarding technical progress. For instance, in 
America, a certain Owens invented a machine which revo- 
lutionised the manufacture of bottles. The German bottle- 
manufacturing cartel purchased Owens’s patent, but 
pigeon-holed it, refrained from utilising it. Certainly, monop- 
oly under capitalism can never completely, and for a 
very long period of time, eliminate competition in the world 
market (and this, by the by, is one of the reasons why the 
theory of ultra-imperialism is so absurd). Certainly, the 
possibility of reducing the cost of production and increas- 
ing profits by introducing technical improvements operates 
in the direction of change. But the tendency to stagnation 
and decay, which is characteristic of monopoly, continues 
to operate, and in some branches of industry, in some coun 
tries, for certain periods of' time, it gains the upper 
hand. 
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The monopoly ownership of very extensive, rich or well- 
siluated colonies, operates in the same direction. 

Further, imperialism is an immense accumulation of 
money capital in a few countries, amounting, as we have 
seen, to 100,000-150,000 million francs in securities. Hence 
the extraordinary growth of a class, or rather, of a stratum 
of rentiers, i.e., people who live by “clipping coupons”, 
who take no part in any enterprise whatever, whose pro- 
fession is idleness. The export of capital, one of the most 
essential economic bases of imperialism, still more com- 
pletely isolates the rentiers from production and sets the 
seal of parasitism on the whole country that lives by ex- 
ploiting the labour of several overseas countries and 
colonies. 

“In 1893,” writes Hobson, “the British capital invested 
abroad represented about 15 per cent of the total wealth 
of the United Kingdom ”* Let me remind the reader that 
by 1915 this capital had increased about two and a half 
times. “Aggressive imperialism,” says Hobson further on, 
“which costs the tax payer so dear, which is of so little 
value to the manufacturer and trader ... is a source of 
great gain to the investor. . . . The annual income Great 
Britain derives from commissions in her whole foreign and 
colonial trade, import and export, is estimated by Sir 
R. Ciffen at £18,000,000 [nearly 170 million rubles] for 
1899, taken at 2^2 per cent, upon a turnover of 
£800,000,000.” Great as this sum is, it cannot explain the 
aggressive imperialism of Great Britain, which is explained 
by the income of £90 million to £100 million from “invest- 
ed” capital, the income of the rentiers. 

The income of the rentiers is five times greater than the 
income obtained from the foreign trade of the biggest 
“trading” country in the world! This is the essence of im- 
perialism and imperialist parasitism. 

For that reason the term “rentier state” (Renlnerstaat), 
or usurer state, is coming into common use in the economic 
literature that deals with imperialism. The world has be- 
come divided into a handful of usurer states and a vast 
majority of debtor states. “At the top of the list of foreign 
investments,” says Schulze-Gaevernitz, “are those placed 
in political ly dependent or allied countries: Great Britain 

* Hobson, op. oil., pp. 59. 62. 
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